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THE ALLEGED FOURTH BOOK ON THE SENTENCES 
OF ODO RIGAUD AND RELATED DOCUMENTS* 


DO RIGAUD came into prominence some seventy-five 


years ago through the connection of his writings with 

those of the Seraphic Doctor. Fidelis a Fanna in search- 
ing out the manuscripts of St. Bonaventure in view of the 
forthcoming edition came across not a few of these of Rigaud, 
and that the alliance of these two authors doctrinally 
speaking did not escape our connoisseur, may be seen from 
the unpublished notes left by him in this regard. The author 
of these different Rigaldian manuscripts was, in fact, in the 
light of this doctrinal affinity, considered not the teacher 
but the disciple of St. Bonaventure.' The present article 
constitutes an attempt to clarify whatever remaining insecurity 
rests with the outstanding work of Rigaud, namely his 
Commentary on the Sentences, and in particular the fourth 
book of this Commentary. 


The problem of this book may be said to have been placed 


by the edition of the Opera Omnia of St. Bonaventure. Here 
we read: 


Troyes Bibl. Civit. In eadem bibliotheca est cod. membr. in 8, 
sign. 1862, qui sub nomine S. Bonaventurae refert commentarium in III 
et IV Sent.; redactor ejus est Odo Rigaldus Ord. Min., Archiepiscopus 


Rothomagensis. 2 

In the judgment of the editors of St. Bonaventure it would 
seem, then, that Rigaud could lay claim to having finished 
his Commentary. Such a judgment gained strength on the 





*We extend here our thanks to Fr. Damian van den Eynde, O.F.M., Ponti- 
ficium Athenaeum Antonianum, Rome, as also to Frs. Victorin Doucet, O.F.M. 
and Fr. F.M. Henquinet, O.F.M. of the Collegium S. Bonaventurae of Quaracchi, 
for timely assistance. 


1. Cf. F. M. Henquinet, Les manuscrits et l’influence des écrits théologiques 
d’Eudes Rigaux O.F.M., in Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale, 
XI (1939)324-350, cf. p. 349. 

Since there shall be numerous occasions for citing this article throughout the 


present pages, it shall be referred to solely by the first words of the title, scil. 
Les Manuscrits. 


2. Opera Omnia S. Bonaventurae, Quaracchi, I (1882) lxix; cf. also F.M. 
Henquinet, Les manuscrits, p.339, n. 53. 
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appearance of a twin manuscript to the above, that of Troyes 
City Library 824, ff. 247r-306r, which likewise was described 
and catalogued first by Fidelis a Fanna and later by 
E. Smeets.* While the attribution of Troyes 1862 to Rigaud 
was evidently due to its being found in association with an 
easily recognizable third book, Troyes 824 in addition to 
being associated with the other three books has the added 
evidence of an explicit attribution. On its last folio, .306r, 
we find the predominant inscription Summa fratris Rigaldi de 
Ordine Minorum, and above this Summa Magistri Rigaldi 
super quattuor Sententiarum, while below L. 24 Liber Sanctae 
Mariae Clarevallensis. Tractatus magistri Rigaldi super Illl 
libros Sententiarum.* This last is in a contemporary hand. 
Since all four books judging from the manuscript were already 
copied in the middle thirteenth century and as a unit come 
under the attribution of the scribe, viz. “Tractatus magistri 
Rigaldi super III] libros Sententiarum”, there would seem to 
be little reason for doubting either the authenticity of Troyes 
1862 or 824, or the completion of the commentary. No doctrinal 
contradictions of any sort whatever had been proposed between 


the fourth book and the other three, and no contender had 
entered the field. 


In 1927, however, and thereafter, A. Landgraf repeatedly 
cited another fourth book, that of the Bibliothéque Royale of 
Bruxelles 1542, ff. 179a-253b, which he attributes to Rigaud, 
and continues to cite as belonging to that author.® The doctrinal 





3. Cf. F.M. Henquinet, Les manuscrits, p. 337, 23. With reference to this 
and the preceding note, cf. also F.M. Henquinet, Le Commentaire d’Eudes Ri- 
gaud, O.F.M. sur le IV™© Livre des Sentences, in Collectanea Franciscana, 
X (1940) 481-493, cf. p. 482. 

Since this second article of F.M. Henquinet is an ex professo treatment of the 
problem of these pages, it likewise shall be referred to on many occasions; for 
that reason the abbreviated title Le Commentaire shall be used. All the liter- 
ature pertinent to Odo Rigaud, in his scholastic and pastoral career, may be 
found in these articles of F.M, Henquinet. 

4, F.M, Henquinet, Les manuscrits, p. 337, and Le Commentaire, p. 482. 


5. A. Landgraf, Zeitschrift fir kath. Theologie, 51 (1927) 178 and 184; loc. 
cit., 53 (1929) 108. Cf. also the different articles by this author appearing in 
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Superiority in general of this later-cited book needed no 
encomium—being evident—while in apparent completeness 
and detail it corresponded more closely to the genre of 
books I, Il, and I[l. P. Glorieux in his Répertoire® cites 
Bruxelles for the fourth book, and omits any mention of the 
others found in Troyes 824 and 1862, only later to receive 
correction from V. Doucet.” In 1936 F. Pelster® describes 
Troyes 824, notices the discrepancies with Bruxelles for 
the first folios, but attests to the agreement of the last part 
of the codices; -with respect to the general content he remains 
indecisive. 


The most definite and ex professo treatment of this problem 
came to us in the articles of F. Henquinet appearing in 1939 
and 1940 where the entire weight of criticism turns in favor 
of Bruxelles.® At first, in his article of 1939,-he cites the 
earliest evidence to the existence of any such fourth book, 
namely that of the catalog of books once found in the library 





The New Scholasticism, Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale, Fran- 
ziskanische Studien, and Collectanea Franciscana in 1927 and thereafter. 
A. Landgraf makes mention of the fact that the ms. of Rigaud found in Bruges 208 
does not have a fourth book; nevertheless he considers this of Bruxelles 1542 
genuine without any hesitation. In point of fact—at least according to the cata- 
logs—Bruxelles 1542 bears no attribution to Rigaud for any of the books. 
It is presented by van den Gheyn as quite ornately decorated; yet its scribe 
nowhere mentions the author. 

Since there will not be occasion to return to the consideration of the entire 
ms. again, we may advert here to the problem posed by Fr. Henquinet, Le Com- 
mentaire, (1940) p. 488. Having confronted the text of Bruxelles and Bruges for 
book III, Fr. Henquinet finds that now one and then the other draws out the 
endings of the distinctions or their parts. Furthermore, Bruxelles contains 
divisiones textus for books II and II]—something foreign to the other manuscripts. 
May the connection between the texts of Melitona and Bruxelles established in 
the following pages, especially the reference to the additions found in Bruxelles, 
not offer a solution to this problem? 


6. P. Glorieux, Répertoire des Maitres en Théologie de Paris au XIlI® siécle, 
Paris, J. Vrin (1933) n. 303. 


7. V. Doucet, Maitres Franciscains de Paris, in Archivum Franciscanum 
Historicum, 26 (1933) 11. 


8. F. Pelster, S.J., Beitrage zur Erforschung des schriftlichen Nachlasses 
Odo Rigaldis, in Scholastik 11 (1936) 521. 


9. Cf. the two articles of F.M. Henquinet already mentioned, namely, Les 
manuscrits, and Le Commentaire. 





90 THE ALLEGED FOURTH BOOK OF ODO RIGAUD 


of St. James of the Marches;’ assured of the authenticity 
of either one of the divergent claimants, he proceeds to 
identify Bruxelles with Rigaud more especially on the ground 
of its doctrinal maturity. Other considerations were the 
simplicity of style of Troyes, ‘its seemingly belonging to a 
bachelor of an age well anterior to Rigaud, or in a word its 
inferiority to Bruxelles. The presence of some sixteen dis- 
tinctions common to both Troyes and Bruxelles prompted 
F. Henquinet to attribute this phenomenon to the. involuntary 
error of a copyist.” A parallel was afforded by a somewhat 
like occurrence in a manuscript of Albert the Great. 


In 1948 V. Doucet’ gave us the last word on this problem. 
In the Prolegomena to the fourth volume of the Summa Fratris 
Alexandri the above-mentioned editor took a_ stand less 
enthusiastically in favor of Bruxelles; in his judgment the 
asserted authenticity of Bruxelles “minus certe constat,” 
and in fact the contrary “quasi probabilius (nobis) videretur.” 
His doubts with reference to Bruxelles found their justi- 
fication in the presence of material in B taken verbotenus 
in part from some questions of Alexander, as also in a de- 
pendence upon the Commentary of Alexander as seen from the 
passages published by A. Landgraf, .and furthermore, perhaps, 
upon the Quaestiones of Melitona. Due, however, to a like 
dependence from the Quaestiones of Alexander on the part 
of Troyes, he concludes that perhaps not “immerito quis 
cogitaret de duplici redactione ejusdem Commentarii.” 


In the course of some studies we were making in the 





10. Cf. Les manuscrits, p. 347, and p. 334, 14 and n. 43; Le Commentaire, 
p- 482. 


1l. Cf. Le Commentaire, p. 487. 


12. V. Doucet, Summa Theologica seu sic ab origine dicta “Summa Fratris 
Alexandri”, T. IV, Prolegomena, p. 228; cf. also pp. 191, 192 n.2, 198, and 
particularly p. 145 n.6, with reference to Bruxelles; with reference to Troyes 1862, 
cf, p. 190 and 230. In these pages the Summa Theologica shall be referred to as 
the Summa Fratris Alexander for convenience sake, and this also when reference 
is had to the IV pars of that Summa; the Prolegomena to Tome IV of the critical 
edition shall be referred to as Prolegomena. 
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authors of the early Franciscan School, we found it imperative 
to devote considerable attention to the present problem, not 
merely for reasons of chronology, but especially because of 
the manifest and numerous points of contact which now one 
and then the other author revealed. These points of contact 
when assembled confronted us with a medley of texts drawn 
from five different authors, viz. William of Melitona (M&M), 
Bruxelles Bibl. Royale 1542 (B), Troyes 1862 (T), Alex- 
ander of Hales (A) (in his Commentary and Quaestiones) and 
Vatican lat. 691 (V). The following table of concordance 
represents the results of our findings; it by no means pre- 
sumes completeness, but simply presents the points of 
contact which have been noticed. The Commentary of Alex- 
ander showed the most sustained influence throughout all 
other authors, -and for that reason the table has been arranged 
in the sequence of this Commentary. The titles are assigned 
according to the subject-matter of the actual item and not 


necessarily according to the subject-matter of the question 
in which it appears in one or the other author. When two 
or more authors agree ad verbum, an asterisk is affixed to 
their folio numbers. 


The Quaestiones de sacramentis of William of Melitona 
are found in the following mss.: Paris Nat. lat. 15920, ff. 2a- 
128d; Klosterneuburg, Library of the Canons Reg. of St. Aug., 
309 ff. 79a-85d and 119a-217b; Assisi 182, ff. 96d-103c, 
112a-135b; Padua S. Ant. 152, ff. la-102c Vat. lat. 4245, 
ff. 214a-300a, and University Library Turin D. Ill, 28, ff. 158b- 
d (abbreviation-continuation, cf. V. Doucet, Prolegomena 
p. 240). All these manuscripts end in the course of the sacra- 
ment of penance. This is indicated in the table. The refer- 
ences in the table refer to Klos. 309. Throughout the succeed- 
ing pages this ms. (K) is sometimes supplemented by Paris 
Nat. lat. 15920 (P) and Vat. lat. 4245 (Vat. lat.). 


The references to the Commentary of Alexander of Hales 
are to the Assisi manuscript, viz. Assisi Bibl. Comm. 189, 
ff. 116a-176c(=A). This Commentary expires with dist. 39 in 
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course of the sacrament of matrimony. 


It has been impossible to consult the presumably twin ms. 
to Troyes 1862, scil. Troyes 824. The remaining references *® 


are, then: Bruxelles Bibl. Royale 1542 (=B), Troyes 1862 (=T), 
and Vat. lat. 691 (=V). 


13. All reference to two works bearing a relation to the documents M and B 
cited in this table, viz. Summa Fratris Alexandri, IV Pars, and Assisi Bibl. 
Comm. 182 ff. 76a-79d is omitted. Though many of the arguments pro and contra, 
as likewise the responsa common to M and B, are found in the Summa Fratris 
Alexandri ad verbum and in Assisi 182 ff. 76a sqq. ad sensum or aliquo modo ad 
verbum, each of these may be eliminated from the MB relation as appears from the 
following comparison of texts: (Cf. B f. 179a; Melitona Klos. f. 84d; Summa [ed. 
Venice 1575] Q. I, m. 11, a. 1); Assisi Bibl. Comm. 182, f. 76b sqq., where the 
several authors deal with the necessity of the sacraments ante lapsum. 


MB A 


Duplex est status hominis, naturae Duplex est status naturae, scil. 


conditae et lapsae, et huic duplici 
{duplici om. B) statui duplex res- 
pondet gratia, scil. perficiens et 
reficiens. 


institutae et destitutae, sic etiam 
duplex gratia, perficiens ad gloriam, 
et reficiens per opera. 


Summa vacat 


and: 
MBS 
Praeterea, impeditur aspectus ejus 


per intentionem in opera sensitivae 
et vegetativae nunc magis quam tunc. 


Assisi Bibl. Comm. 182 


Praeterea, aspectus animae impedi- 
tur per opera generativae et vege- 
tativae 


That there would seem to be some dependence between Assisi 182 and B 
appears from the following collation of texts (loc. cit. ): 


B (M and S vacat) 


Item, per exercitium sacramentorum 
subicitur homo creaturae inferiori 
se, sed hoc indecens fuisset in sta- 
tu innocentiae et inconveniens; er- 
go in statu innocentiae sacramenta 
non fuerunt necessaria ad salutem. 


Assisi Bibl. Comm. 182 


Vel per exercitium sacramentorum 
homo subicitur creaturae; sed hoc 
indecens fuisset in statu innocenti- 
ae, quia talis subiectio fit ex 
decreto divinae iustitiae propter 
culpam. Igitur, non _ fuerunt ibi 
sacramenta. 


The Summa Fratris Alexandri is repetitious and arbitrary at times; an item may 
not appear in the same place in which it is found in its source, only to turn up 
later on and verbatim from that source but with reference to another, or an allied, 
question, At any rate, we have not noticed the passages marked vacat in the 
Summa Fratris Alexandri, IV Pars. 
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TABULA CONCORDANTIAE 


DE SACRAMENTIS IN GENERE 


Prologus IV Sent. Alexandri: “Dixit 
Eliseus ad Naaman” 
De numero sacramentorum N. Legis 
De definitione sacramenti 
De necessitate sacramentorum ante 
lapsum 
De necessitate sacramentorum post 
lapsum 
De necessitate sacramentorum 
tempore gratiae 
De sufficientia sacramentorum V. 
Legis 
De utilitate sacramentorum Legis 
scriptae 
Utrum sacramenta Legis Scriptae 
erant solum ad signandum an 
etiam ad efficiendum 
Utrum efficiebant quod figurabant 
De definitionibus sacramenti 


M 


137cd* 


84d* 


B T A V 


1l6ab 
116c* 
116d 


12la 
121b 
12lce 


182c 
134a 


179a* 


216v*(V)T179b* 


137a* 


125bd* 


179cd* 


180a* 


125d-126a*180b* 


126b* 

126c* 

119a- 
120b* 


De causis institutionis sacramentorum]137d* 


Utrum sacramenta Novae Legis 
efficiunt quod figurarit ratione 
operis operati 


In quibus consistit materia 
sacramentorum 

Utrum efficiunt gratiam disponendo 
vel efficiendo 

In quo est illud in quo animam 

sanctificat 

In quo est illud virtus disponens 
et characterizans 

De circumcisione 


De sacrificiis legalibus (Quaestio 


120b- 


12la* 


138ab* 


121b* 


121b* 


120b* 
126d- 


132b* 


Alexandri, Vat. lat. 782, ff. 77b-79b) 


De sacrificiis in genere (Quaestio 


Alexandri, Vat. lat. 782, f. 7la-73d) 


De effectu ex opere operato 

De gratia in circumcisione 

De remedio mulierum 

De effectu fidei parentum respectu 
parvulorum 

De impressione characteris in 
circumcisione 





TRelereace is to Vat. lat. 4245. 


180b* 
180v* 
180c- 
181b* 
181b* 


181r* 


181b* 
181c* 
181c* 
181d* 


181d- 
182c* 


117b 
117d-118ce 122c 
118b 


118bd 


118d 122d 
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DE BAPTISMO M B 


De baptismo loannis 138b- 182c- 
139c* 183b* 

De definitione baptismi 139b-140b* 183b* 
De verbo et elemento in baptismo 14lc 120b 
De forma baptismi 141d-142a 120cd 
De institutione baptismi 120d 
De aqua in baptismo l2la 
Sacramenta efficiunt quod 

figurant 122a 
De ficte accedentibus 122b 
De effectu fidei parentum 122b 
De charactere in ficte 

accedentibus 122c , 
De baptismo sanguinis et 

fluminis 122cd 
Utrum martyrium supplet 123a 
De baptismo poenitentiae 123ab 


De parvulis decedentibus 123b 
De resurrectione Christi 

respectu baptismi 123be 
De suppressione fomitis 123¢c 


Multi sunt effectus baptismi 
in adulto 123c* 126a* 
De charactere 123c 126a 
Gratia plures habet effectus: 
de relatione naturalium et 


gratuitorum 123cd* 126b 
De ficte accedentibus 123d- 


124a 126b 
De differentia gratiae et 
virtutis, de habitu in 
parvulis 149a 124ab 
De ministris indignis. . . . 149c 124b*c 126c* 


De characteris impressione 149c 124be 126c 
De baptismo Ioannis 124c 3=6126d 
De potestate excellentiae et 149d-150c 124cd 
ministerii 
De potestate dimittendi peccata 125a 
De sanctificatione Ioannis in 
utero 151b 125¢ed 
De corruptione formae baptismi 151d 126a 
De tempore institutionis etc. 152ab 126b 


De exorcismo 152a-153a 127ab 
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DE CONFIRMATIONE 


De confirmatione (d. VII) 
De confirmatione 


M 


T A 


153d- 127be 
54a 


189cad* =! 





DE EUCHARISTIA 
De sacramento altaris 


De unitate sacramenti 

De manducatione sacramenti 
spirituali et sacramentali 

De numero modorum comedendi 


Utrum corpus Christi intrat 
ventrem 
Utrum Christus sit in qualibet 
parte hostiae totum 


De modo praedicandi de 
eucharistia 


De conversione 
De operatione transubsant- 
tiationis circa species 
De substantia panis et vini 
ejusque permanentia 
Utrum species possint 
reficere? 
Initium tractatus de eucaar- 
istia 
De baptismo et eucharistia respectu 
temporis institutionis 


De duplici re eucharistiae (de carita- 
te aliisque virtutibus resp. euch.) 
De indigne sumentibus 
De dando panem benedictum 
Utrum Christus est in pluribus locis? 
De conversione specierum 
De apparatione Christi in vera 
forma 
De passibilitate corporis Christi 
in coena; de admiscenda aqua 
cum vino 
Utrum manducavit spiritualiter 
solum 
Utrum accidentia sint sine 
subiecto 


De videndo et tangendo corpus 
in ‘eucharistia 


B e 


190ad* 


19la* 


191r* 


191b* 


19 lc* 


192v- 


193r* 


194c* 


194cd* 


195r* 


195r* 


195v* 


129bc* 
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M B T A V 
De continentia Christi 161d- 


162a 132b* 133ab* 
De immolatione 163a 132d 
De potestate excommunicatorum 


respectu corporis Christi 164a 133a 


De celebrando indigne 157c 133a 133b 





DE POENITENTIA T A V 


De secunda tabula 133d 
De poenitentia respectu virtutis 
et gratiae 


134ac* 135bc* 
De contritione respectu doloris 


et gaudii 134cd 135b 
De solemni poenitentia 135a 135b 
De flagello peccatoris 135b- 


An contritio sit gratia 140b 139cd 
De definitione poenitentiae 
secundum Ambrosium 190cd* 
An dolor pro peccatis praecedens 
baptismum sit poenitentia? 210d* 
De fundamento poenitentiae 210d- 
212b* 


De poenitentia in generali 


De poenitentia in generali 
De constitutivis poenitentiae 


De partibus integralibus poenit- 


entiae 
— — o on 


Quid expulsivum venialis peccati? 
De IV quae exiguntur ad iustificat- 
ionem 
De tempore an non inter expul- 
sionem culpae et infusionem 
gratiae 197d* 205b* 
Utrum infusio gratiae praecedat 
expulsionem culpae 197b* 205c-206d* 
De satisfactione it M 202r* 173c* 140a 
Utrum attritio possit fieri contritio 140c 139d 
An confessio sit sacramentum 141c-142c* 
veteris an Novae Legis 205b* 
Quaestio Alex. De contritione 174d-175a 
Poenitentia ad baptismi purit- 
atem conatur ducere (d. XV,c ) 206b* 137d* 
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M 


De effectu contritionis 
maioris minorisve quantitatis 


De clavibus 


Dist. XX. De reconciliatione 
poenitentium 


Dist. XXI. De purgatorio, de 
remissione venialium, de 
confessione venialium, de 


sigillo 


Dist. XXII. De redditione 
peccatorum. De sacramento et 
re in poenitentia. 


De scandalo 

De absolutione 

De superbia 

De clavibus respectu potestatis 
sacerdotis 

De vinculis peccati 

De commutatione poenae vermis 

De excommunicatione 


De correctione fraterna 


De iustitia in iustificatione 
impii 
De remissione venialium 
Dist. XXI,c.3. Qui vero super- 
aedificant 
Utrum venialia puniuntur aeternal- 
iter 
De redditione peccati 


De unitate sacramenti poenitentiae 


B 


151b; 
152a-153b 


140ab 
l4la 
14lc 


142bd 
142c 


143d 





DE EXTREMA UNCTIONE 


Dist. XXIII. De extrema 
unctione 


De unctione tamquam 
materia in sacramentis 
De oratione in ext. unct. 
De significatione materiae 
in baptismo, confir. et 
extr, unct. 


B et T differt aliquando 
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De susceptibili extr.unct. 
De charactere 


r 
188b 


188c et 
143c-144ac 


A 
154c 
154d 





DE ORDINE 
Dist. XXIV 


De definitione ordinis 


De essentia ordinis 


Dist. XXV 


B T 


217r- + 188c- 
219r* 191la* 


188d- 


221b* 192d* 


A 


155be 





DE MATRIMONIO 


De gratia in matrimonio: 
(negatur) (Dist.XXVI) 
De materia in sacramentis: 
specialiter respectu 
matr. et poenitentiae 
De oleo in sacramentis 
ejusque relatione cum 
diversis gratiis. 
De institutione matr. 
De trina bonitate matr. 


Dist. XXXVI 
Dist. XXXVII 


Dist. XX XVIII (Divisio 
textus) 

Dist. XXXVIII 

Dist. XX XIX 

Dist. XL 

Dist. XLI 


Dist. XLII 


B T 


193a* 


193c 


193d 


198b 


234a* 204a* 
234cd* 


235a* 204ab* 


235ad* 204b- 
206a* 

236r- 206a- 
237v* 207b* 

237c- 207b- 
238b* 207d* 

238c- 207d- 
239d* 208b* 

240a- 208b- 
24la* 208d* 


160d* 


16lbe 


l6led 152v 
162a 152d 
165c 





DE NOVISSIMIS 


Queenio Alexandri: De veritate humanae naturae - B 243bc* 
De locis animarum exutarum - B 245b* 
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Since even a cursory view down the columns convinces one of any 
mutual spheres of influence being by no means reserved to B and T, 
perhaps a closer study of each commentary in its relation to the others 


may supply us with the very key necessary for the identification of each. 


Melitona and B come first into consideration. As seen from the table, 
the contents of ff. 179a-183b in B is (with the exceptions we shall later 
on consider) common to Melitona. This includes the three long questions 
relating to the necessity of the sacraments ante lapsum, post lapsum and 
in tempore gratiae spoken of by F. Pelster and F. Henquinet. With 
reference to the sacrament of baptism at least the beginning of the tract 
(f. 183 in B, and ff. 139b-140b in Melitona) likewise reappears verbotenus 
in both Melitona and B. Since the checking of each question of Melitona 
against B would entail an immense labor unnecessary for present purposes, 
only random questions here and there throughout the duration of Melitona 
have been subjected to comparison. In the next tract, then, that dealing 
with confirmation, the same identity of material reappears. In fact the 
entire duration of f. 189cd in B with insignificant exceptions again 
appears common to M and verbotenus. The same phenomenon repeats 
itself in the succeeding tract on the eucharist. The tract on penance in 


Melitona extends over sixty-four folios of two columns each (ff. 185r- 


217r).© The last major question found in all the extant mss. of these 


questions of Melitona introduces the consideration of the sacrament of 


penance with reference to its constitutive parts: 


Quaeritur utrum contritio, confessio et satisfactio sunt partes poenitentiae 


sacramenti (f, 215c)? 


This is followed by the treatment of contrition, which continues until 
f. 217b where the tract terminates either mutilated or unfinished, with the 


question: 


Quaeritur utrum contritio sit sensualitatis aut partis rationabilis? (f. 217b). 


In B the treatment of penance similarly merits considerable attention 





14, F. Pelster, Beitrage zur Erforschung des schriftlichen Nachlasses Odo 
Rigaldis, Scholastik, 11 (1936) 518-542, cf. P.F.M. Henquinet, Les manuscrits, 
p. 332, and 347, as also Le Commentaire, p. 483ff. 


15. Here and elsewhere, at times, reference is had to folio numbers not appear- 
ing in the tabula concordantiae previously given since this tabula does not 
represent by any means a complete comparison of all the manuscripts mentioned. 


954385B 
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extending over ff. 197c-216b (Dists. XIV to XXII inclusive). A thorough 
comparison of Melitona and B over the entire extent of the otherwise 
unrecognized material seemed unnecessary; however, as seen from the 
table the same community of matter continues and ad verbum in the 
treatment of this tract. The last question recognized in Melitona and 


recurring in B bears on the treatment of penance in generali (Melitona 


f. 210d-212b; 8 f. 200rv). 


While ‘" litona breaks off in the course of the treatment of contrition, 
B continues, and it is exactly here that the correspondence between 
Alexander and B and between Troyes and B commences. We may notice 
here that our comparison of Troyes, Alexander and B has been complete. 
Such a comparison shows that the greater part of the remaining matter on 
the sacrament of penance in B is found verbatim in either Alexander or 
Troyes. Again, for Dist. XXIII (B ff. -216cd) a corresponding set of 
folios treating the same subject, extreme unction, is found en bloc in 
Troyes (ff. 187b-188c). Dists. XXIV and XXV dealing with the sacrament 
of orders (B. 217r-221r; Troyes 188c-192d) reappear as common to both 
Troyes and B, while the succeeding tract on matrimony continues to 
present this same phenomenon of a community of material. The treatment 
of De Novissimis in B presents us with two questions of Alexander which 
are ad verbum though incomplete. A reflection of the conclusion later 
to be shown from this evidence already dawns up.n us. Something needs 


be mentioned, however, of the concurrence between 7royes and Alexander. 


Here but a few brief remarks may suffice. F. Pelster and F. Henquinet 
have already adequately described the manuscript of Troyes attributed to 


Rigaud and the latter has thoroughly examined its contents with relation 


to B.” To the published results >f this comparison we are indebted for 
the data pertinent to the Troyes-B relation submitted in the above table. 
Our attention needs be called only to the sustained interdependence of 


Troyes and Alexander. The Assisi codex of the fourth book of Alexander 





16. These questions were identified in B by V. Doucet; cf. Prolegomena, 
p- 228 as also pp. 191 and 198. 


17. Cf. F. Pelster, Beitradge zur Erforschung des schriftlichen Nachlasses 
Odo Rigaldis, loc. cit., and F.M. Henquinet, Le Commentaire, the table of 
comparison composed by the latter appears in pp. 485 and 486 of: his article. 
We are indebted to F.M. Henquinet for additions and corrections later added to 
this tabula. 
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extends over the treatment of the sacraments in general and in particular, 
and ends before the tract De Novissimis. Throughout this entire codex, 
sacrament after sacrament, a manifest interdependence with Troyes is 
sustained. This consists in a repetition of the content of one author in 
the other oftentimes ad verbum but generally ad sensum. In fact, as we 
may notice from the table, any alliance ad verbum is so generally inter- 
spetsed with material taken predominantly ad sensum that it offers a 
strong contrast to the similarity between Melitona and B. We notice the 
presence of two of the questions of Alexander in Troyes, viz. De sacri- 
ficiis in genere and De sacrificiis legalibus® where this same mode of 
dependence perdures. It may be mentioned that other passages showing a 
similar dependence have been omitted from the table due to their in- 


significance for present purposes. 


In the fifth column are to be found the corresponding references from 
Vatican lat. 691.'° While this codex does not have any too great im- 
portance for the present study, sufficient references have been submitted 
to show the interdependence of its sources with the other authors. Indeed, 
here precisely rests—in our opinion——the importance of Vatican lat. 691 
in that it affords us unmistakable evidence of hitherto unrecognized 
authors. Though at times many of the passages found in common to 
Alexander and Vat. lat. 691 might just as well be termed ad verbum as 


ad sensum, on the strength of the minute differences intervening, we have 


abstained from such a notation. These minute differences may have 


value in recognizing the intervening author. 


a 


1. DEPENDENCE OF B FROM MELITONA 


The sustained concordance of B with Melitona can be explained only 
if we admit that B borrowed from Melitona. This can easily be proved 


from a great number of arguments only the principal ones of which need 


18. Cf. V. Doucet, Prolegomena, p. 228 as also pp. 190 and 230. 


19, For data pertinent to this codex cf. A. Fries, De Commentario Guerrici de 
S. Quintino in libros Sententiarum, in Arch, Fr. Praedicarum, 5 (1935) 326-340; 
A. Landgraf, Bemerkungen zum Sentenzenkommentar des Cod. lat. 691 in Franzis- 
kanische Studien 26 (1939) 183-190; O. Lottin, RTAM Bull. 3 (1939) n. 1186; 
F. Henquinet, Notes Additionelles sur les &crits de Guerric de S. Quintin, RTAM 
8 (1936) 369-388, and V. Doucet, Prolegomana p. 227. 
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The first is provided by the question common to B and Melitona: 
“An Christus totus sit sub forma totali vel totus sub qualibet parte?” 


The entire question in both B and Melitona runs as follows: 


B. f.. 192c. 
Septimo quaeritur an Christus 
totus sit sub forma totali vel 
totus sub qualibet parte? 
Quod totus sub totali videtur: 
In Elucidario Hugo.......+00- 
Item, istud requirit forma 
verborum.... 

Item, in hostia sive pane sunt 
quasi partes infinitae.... 
Contra; Hilarius Papa de Con- 

secratione..... 

B vacat 

Item, fractione facta.... 
Unde, Innocentius III: “Reor.. 
Respondent quidem dicentes... 
Sed contra hoc obicitur.... 
Igitur a simili videtur ex 
quod existente forma est 
semper corpus Christi sub 
forma, quod fracta forma, non 
erit corpus integrum sub 
partibus. 


Melitona K f. 169b; Vat. lat. 266b 
Quaeritur an Christus totus sit sub 

forma totali vel totus sub qualibet 

parte? 

Quod totus sub totali videtur: 

In Elucidario Hugo.... 

Item, istud requiritur, scil. forma 

verborum... 

Item, in hostia sive pane consecrando 
sunt quasi partes infinitae... 

Contra: Hilarius Papa de Consecratione 

Respondeo: Intentio canonis est... 

Item, facta fractione..... 

Unde Innocentius III: “Reor.... 

Respondent quidem dicentes.... 

Sed contra hoc obicitur... 

A simili videtur ex quo existente 

forma, est semper corpus Christi 

sub forma, quod fracta forma, non 

erit corpus Christi integrum sub 

partibus......... 


While Melitona now continues to deal with the different opinions 
prevalent in his time with reference to this problem, before he finally 
comes to state his personal solution, B skips this intervening argu- 
mentation to respond as follows: 


B f. 193a 


Respondeo, praetermissis mul- 
tis oppositionibus, fri W™° 
videtur dicendum quod secundum 
quod vult Innocentius et plane 
apparet ex rationibus suis, 
quod corpus Christi sit sub 

tota forma et sub singulis 
partibus; quod manifeste appar- 
et, quia cum sit conversio panis 
in corpus Christi ex verborum 
prolatione, existente prolati- 


Melitona K f. 168d; Vat. lat. £. 266d 


Mihi autem videtur dicendum 
quod secundum quod vult Inno- 
centius, et plane apparet ex 
rationibus suis, quod corpus 
Christi sit sub tota forma, 

et sub singulis partibus; 

quod manifeste apparet, quia 
cum sit conversio panis in 
corpus Christi, ex verborum 
prolatione aliquo modo sit 
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one aliquo modo fit ipsa con- ipsa conversio, et sic ante 
versio, et sic ante fractionem fractionem fit illa. 
fit illa. 

As seen in line two under B, an appeal is made to the authority of 
fy” .= Apart from all argumentation the letters fri W”° offer no other 
possible reading but FRATRI GUILLELMO. On the evident reading of 
the text, then, the author of Bruxelles appeals to Fratri Guillelmo, and in 
theological writings of the thirteenth century having a Franciscan origin 
the name Frater Guillelmus refers to William of Melitona. In this regard 
it is sufficient to recall the references found in Assisi 182,and 186, viz. 
Assisi 186, Rationes et solutiones ad oppositum requirantur in questione 
Fratris Guillelmi (A. 186 f. 58c), and later on in the same codex ...Guil- 
lelmus; in Assisi 182, f. 103c, huc usque Fr. Guillelmus. In the second 
place, as seen from the parallel text from the Quaestiones de sacra- 
mentis of Melitona, the reference suits Melitona as closely as any 
evidence might possibly suit, namely ad verbum. Evidently then the 
author of B is referring to the questions of William of Melitona and 
copying them. The whole block of questions, therefore, entitled Quaesti- 
ones de sacramentis fratris Guillelmi de Melitona constitute the pre- 
dominant source of B, as the latter slavishly repeats them throughout 
the sacraments in general and baptism, confirmation, the eucharist and 
penance in particular. Any consideration of a fons or rivulus of Melitona 


as intervening is nretty much out of the question. 


The above text of B has the added value of giving us another testimony 
to the genuineness of Melitona’s authorship of these Quaestiones de 


sacramentis, which brings us to the second argument. 


A second argument for the almost complete dependence of B on Meli- 


tona throughout the limits specified may be taken from the references 


found in Assisi 186.71 The value of this argument lies in its assuring 





20. We wish to extend our thanks to Fr. Victorin Doucet,who has kindly veri- 
fied for us the reading fri W"°. 


, 21. With reference to this codex cf. F.M. Henquinet, Un brouillon autographe 
de S. Bonaventure, in Etudes Franciscaines, 44 (1932) 633-655; 45 (1933) 59-81; 
and the same author, De causalitate sacramentorum iuxta codicem autographum 
S. Bonaventurae, in Antonianum 8 (1933) 377-424, Trois petits écrits théologi- 
ques de S. Bonaventure, a la lumiére d’un quartiéme, inédit, in Mélanges Auguste 
Pelzer, Louvain, 1947, 195-216; cf. also V. Doucet, Prolegomena, pp. 340, 343, 
346, and p. 146 where a cursory analysis is given. 
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us of the authenticity of the set of questions bearing the name of Meli- 
tona and which recur throughout the first part of B. F. Henquinet has 
proved beyond doubt that Assisi 186 contains the draft and a good deal 
of the material for the Commentary of St. Bonaventure. He has, moreover, 
gathered plenty of evidence to show that it was written in St. Bona- 
venture’s own handwriting. This last point has no importance for our 
purpose; the main point is this, that Assisi 186 is the immediate source 
of St. Bonaventure’s Commentary, and that it contains a number of 
reliable references to contemporary authors from whom it took its material. 
Among many such references the name of William of Melitona (Fr. Guil- 
lelmus), as we have already seen, appears twice. Now one of these 
references is also found in B, namely that accompanying the question: 
“Utrum corpus Christi sit in qualibet parte hostiae totum?” (Assisi 186, 
f. 58c; B f. 192c-193a; Melitona K f. 168b, Vat. lat. 266b). In B and 
Melitona it reads: Quaeritur an Christus totus sit sub forma totali vel 
totus sub qualibet parte? Though the draft of this question in Assisi 186 
is indeed very brief, a comparison of the whole question which passed 
into the Commentary of St. Bonaventure with the long question of Meli- 
tona mentioned above, convinces one beyond a doubt that one depends 
from the other. When Bonaventure came to fill out the draft of this par- 


ticular question of Assisi 186 he simply went over to the question of 


Melitona.” We have not succeeded in finding the other reference of 


Assisi in B. This does not affect the point at issue though. It is clear 
that Bonaventure cites a single body of questions since the other citation 
of Assisi 186 is definitely identified in Melitona.™ It is further clear 
from what has been said that B depends on one of these questions, and 
ad verbum; when he agrees ad verbum again and again with other 
questions in the collection from which the particular one identified is 
taken, his source is then always the same and always Melitona. The 
points of contact are too numerous and too literal to admit of any other 


possibility. 


22. It is not asserted that St. Bonaventure copied the question of Melitona, 
but rather that the argumentation of St. Bonaventure—independently of his style 
and development—reflects the argumentation of Melitona too closely to be 
accidental. 


23. Cf. V. Doucet, Prolegomena, p. 241. 
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The third argument to prove the dependence of B on Melitona is taken 


from the erasions found in B. If erasions are found in a text occuring 


verbatim in another author who continues the material erased, then 
without a doubt that first author in the particular instance is not original. 
When such erasions occur in widely different parts of the work of one 
author, and the mutilated texts are found in their integrity in all the 
manuscripts of another author, this coupled with corroborating argu- 


ments, ~ with certainty discriminates the source. 


The first sample of such erasions is found immediately before the 


treatment of baptism proper, when the two authors treat of the baptism of 


St. John: 


B f. 182d 
Ad quod obicitur quod baptismus 


Melitona K f. 139a 
Ad quod obicitur quod baptismus 


Christi coeptum non cessavit, 
dicendum quod hoc dictum est eo 
sensu quo dicitur lex Moysi 


Christi coeptum non cessavit, 
dicendum quod hoc dicitur eo 
sensu quo dicitur lex Moysi 


non tolli sed adimpleri lege 
perfectiore succedente. Unde 
Augustinus III libro de 


Seeoseeoncosrseggeesss, 


quaestioni us Novi Testamenti 
eve ee 


SOSECHESHESES SESS ESE SESSSESESEEESESESS 


non tolli sed adimpleri lege 
perfectiore succedente. Unde 
Augustinus Libro de quaestionibus 
Novi Testamenti: Interpretatio 
accessit ad baptismum loannis 
cum significatione latentis 
dudum mysteriii; accessit et 
amplius donum, ut baptizati, 
accepto Spiritu Sancto, sint 
filii Dei; amplificatum est ergo, 
non evacuatum. Haec Aug..... 


VII. Quaeritur quando cess- 
avit? Quando baptizato Christo 
Videtur, ....00 


Quaeritur quando cessavit? Quando 
baptizato Christo videtur..... 


The material erased in B is dotted; that same material found in Meli- 
tona with its continuation is italicized. It is evident, then, that B at first 
wished to include all the material found in his source, but having begun 
to quote Augustine he changed his mind and continued with the next 
question of Melitona. The only reason we can see for this is the little 


space left him around the text of Lombard in his parchment; if he included 





24. The presence of other arguments is necessary, since the other documents 
pertinent to the present article, namely Troyes, Vat. lat. 691, and B might possi- 
bly supplement one another in this very way, yet the Commentary of Alexander 
could be the direct source of each one copying independently. 
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the entire question he foresaw that he would have to leave out some 


other more important ones. 


Such erasions are rare; in fact only one other has appeared but suf- 


ficiently far removed from the former to be very indicative of plagiarism 


throughout the entire text. 


B f, 194c 

Quaeritur utrum haec sit vera: 
Panis potest esse corpus Christi; 
quod videtur ex hoc quod panis 
mutatur Sive ..... 

Contra: Duplex est potentia... 


Respondeo quod hoc secundum 
communem modum loquendi.... 
pro toto vel pro parte virtus 
ordinata secundum naturam 

Ad hoc. quod dicit, Ambrosius 


B vacat 


Contra: Quod est relativum 
idemptitatis, unde eandem 
significantur habere substantiam 
quae mediante illo ad invicem 
comparantur....... 

est corpus Christi post consec- 
rationem. Quod concedimus proprie 
loauendo. 


Melitona K f. 171c, V 268a, P 174d 
Quaeritur utrum haec est vera: 
Panis potest esse corpus Christi; 
quod videtur ex hoc quod mutatur 
sive convertitur... 

Contra: Duplex est potentia... 


Respondeo quod hoc secundum 
communem modum loquendi.... 
pro toto vel pro parte virtus 
ordinata secundum naturam. 

Ad hoc quod dicit Ambrosius 
quod quod est panis potest 

esse corpus Christi consecratione, 
dicendum quod per hoc quod 
dicitur *potest” non notatur 
potentia cuius appetitui est 
virtus ordinata secundum naturam 
satisfactive, sed notatur ibi 
potentia, panis existentis in 
integritate secundum esse ad 
transmutationem, quae transmut- 
atur ad esse corpus Christi med- 
tante virtute super naturam.... 


Quaeritur utruf haec est concedenda: 
Quod erat panis ante consecrationem 
est corpus Christi post consec- 
rationem....... 

Item, Augustinus:...... 

Contra: Quod est relativum idemp- 
titatis, unde eandem significantur 
habere substantiam quae mediante 
illo ad invicem comparatur.... 

est corpus Christi post consecrat- 
ionem, Quod concedimus proprie 
loquendo. 
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Here again B, for the evident purpose of saving space, curtailed the 


long response of Melitona; carelessly enough, though, instead of taking 


up with the succeeding question, he resumed with the contra to that 
question, and thus entirely mutilated the text. 


The fourth argument is that taken from the homoeoteleuta, truncated 
questions, and various inconsistencies which follow the text of any 
author too closely copying his source, and which abound in B. So as not 
to belabor these pages with tedious repetitions of parallel texts we cite 
an example manifesting two tell-tale errors at the same time: 

B £. 180b Melitona K f. 125c, Vat. lat. 222, P 12a 
Ad secundum dicendum quod Respondeo 


unctio extrema duo habet significata, quorum unum est conferendum in 
praesenti, scilicet remissio peccatorum venialium; aliud in futuro, 
scilicet plena unctio sive gratia habenda in susceptione stolae et utriusque 
est hoc sacramentum aliquo modo causa. Sacramenta.....Unde dico quod 
haec...dico in quantum huiusmodi...Unde sicut virtus Legis Veteris, quae 
est lex timoris, est in declinatione, similiter et sacramenta Legis Veteris 


in remissione. Virtus Legis Novae 
B vacat est in declinatione et operatione; 
similiter et sacramenta 


in remissione et in promotione in remissione et in promotione 
in merito. in merito. 


The homoeoteleuton here isevident. Another and graver fault, though, 
is committed when B begins “Ad secundum dicendum quod unctio ex- 
trema...”, which is the answer to a subsidiary question found in the 
text of Melitona but left out by B when he transformed that text. The 
question in Melitona reads: “Item, quaeritur quare non institutum fuit in 
lege sacramentum exeuntium, scil, extrema unctio, sicut intrantium?” 
In folio 183a of B we find a somewhat similar mistake; here we read the 
phrase “concedendae sunt igitur rationes ultimae”, but are forced to go 


to the text of Melitona to find these “rationes concedendae”. 


The above question, “Ad secundum dicendum quod unctio extrema...” 
supplies a plethora of Melitona’s formulas, unde dico, unde virtus, dico 
in quantum huiusmodi. This abundant use of dico and unde recurs in the 
quaestiones disputatae as well as throughout the Quaestiones de sacra- 
mentis of Melitona, and are therefore pretty indicative of his authorship 
in the above case. 
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Before passing on the dependency of B on Alexander it may be service- 
able to indicate the extent of the dependency of B on Melitona throughout 


baptism, confirmation, the eucharist and penance. 


In the first place all the material from B f. 179a to f. 182c is found 
solidly ad verbum——minor additions excepted—in the text of Melitona. 


this material has to do with the subject-matter common to the medieval 


authors of this particular period in their writings on sacramental theology, 


viz. de sacramentis legis naturae, scriptae etc., de cessatione legalium, 
de circumcisione and most interesting of all—on account of the problem 
of sacramental causality—the dispensation of grace through the sacra- 
ments of the Old and the New Law. Here we find the exhaustive treatment 
of the virtus ornans et characterizans attributed to the sacraments of the 
New Law, a treatment of very great importance for the history of sacra- 
mental theology. Next, as we may see from the table, comes the treatment 
of the baptism of St. John the Baptist. In B f. 182c we read: 


Secundo principaliter quaeritur de baptismo loannis de quo septem quaeruntur; 


primo est de nomine: quare magis dicebatur baptismus loannis quam baptismus 
Petri vel Pauli? 


and f, 182d: 


Quaeritur quando cessavit; quando baptizato Christo videtur: Aug. super illud 
lo. I. Vidit lohannes Spiritum venientem ad se...hoc est postquam positus fuit in 


carcere, 
Although Velitona does not enumerate his questions, his principal ones 
devoted to the baptism of St. John turn out to be exactly the same princi- 


pal ones found in B: 


Melitona K 138b: 


Quaeritur de baptismo loannis, et primo de nomine; quare magis dicebatur 
baptismus loannis quam baptismus Petri et Pauli? 


and f, 139a: 


Quaeritur quando cessavit; quod baptizato Christo videtur: Aug. super illud 
lo. I: Vidit loannes spiritum venientem ad se...hos est postquam positus fuit in 
carcere. 

This same concordance continues throughout the treatment of the 
sacrament of baptism. Nothing of Alexander of Hales or Troyes seems to 


correspond with any of the questions of B, and any material extraneous 
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to Melitona may most likely then be sought for, or rather attributed to, 


some unknown Franciscan author posterior to Alexander and prior to 


St. Bonaventure. 


The sacraments of confirmation and extreme unction merited but 
slight attention from these early scholastics and in their brief treatments 
one has always the impression—even in Alexander of Hales—of reading 
something collected and adapted merely to fill in the less interesting 
distinctions of their commentaries. The problem of the institution of 
these sacraments, of course, as well as the consideration of the charac- 
ter in the sacrament of confirmation, and the long justification of its 
absence in the sacrament of extreme unction, give their folios not a little 
interest. Melitona offers a refreshing change in this regard for the sacra- 
ment of confirmation. Here he turns his attention more te the nature of the 
sacramental grace of baptism in contrast to that of confirmation, the 


bestowal of sanctifying grace in confirmation, its augmentation and loss, 


and different suchlike questions. In the treatment of the augmentation of 


baptismal grace by that of confirmation he shows a familiarity with the 


terminology, at least, of Rigaud in his Quaestio de Gratia. B dedicates 
but one folio to this sacrament in which he repeats the material of Meli- 
tona (B f. 189cd; Melitona K ff. 151c-154d), abbreviating it by omission 
and leaving out the more interesting, but somewhat labored, facets of the 


questions. 


The tract De eucharistia of B (dists. VIII-XIII, ff. 190a-197b) has 
been recognized for a great part in that of Melitona (ff. 154d-184a). 
B opens his treatment with a divisio textus as yet unidentified, and then 


immediately proceeds to incorporate his source: 


B f. 190a Melitona K f. 154d 

Hic primo quaeritur de necess- Quaeritur de sacramento altaris, 

itate illius sacramenti quantum et primo de necessitate illius 

ad tempus, de quo sic: quantum ad tempus. Circa 

Existente morbo, necessaria hoc sic: Existente morbo 

fuit medicina; sed statim post necessaria fuit medicina; 

esum ligni vetiti fuit morbus, sed statim post esum ligni 

igitur tunc fuit necessaria vetiti-fuit morbus, igitur 

medicina.... tunc fuit necessaria medicina... 
Respondeo, Ut dicit Hugo, Respondeo. Ut dicit Hugo, divinae 

divinae dispensationis ratio dispensationis ordo et ratio 

et ordo hoc poposcit..... hoc poposcit..... 

convenienter distulit provid- convenienter distulit providentia 
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entia divina collationem divina collationem gratiae. 
gratiae. 

F. Henquinet makes reference to the concordance of B and T for some 
folios in distinction XI (B f. 194v; -T ff. 160b-161b), though as he warns 
us the concordance throughout these folios is not always maintained. 
In fact, the particular passage is an addition in another hand in B. The 
passage has its interest in indicating that the inauthenticity of B was 
not most likely any secret to the scribe who made this addition. This 
scribe very probably failing to read down through the dense folios of B 
found a vacant space at the foot of f. 194 and proceeded to copy in from 
T and some other author some questions which he presumed omitted. 
The result is that we find one question repeated in B and supplying a 
different answer in each case: 

B. f. 191a (ist hand) B. f{. 194d (Troyes 1862, f. Melitona K. f. 156a 
Tertio quaeritur utrum sit 160d) (2nd hand) Quaeritur de 
unum sacramentum vel plura? Quaeritur utrum unum vel unitate huius 
plura sacramenta? sacramenti, et 
quaeritur utrum 


sit unum sacra- 
mentum vel plura? 


Here B reminds us of that so far enigmatical commentary, Vat. lat. 691, 


where now this and then that succeeding hand may be seen to add this 
or that item from one or the other author. 


In connection with this same question of the unity of the sacrament of 


the eucharist we find another incongruity worthy of mention seeing that 


it shows the unreliability of the text. 
B. f. 191a. 


Hic incidenter tria quaeruntur. Primum est an eucharistia sit sacramentum Novae 
Legis; secundum, quid sit ibi sacramentum et res; tertium est utrum sit unum 
sacramentum vel plura. Habito primo, secundum..... 

The first of these questions to which B supplies no further answer 
than *habito primo” finds its corresponding extensive treatment in Meli- 
tona K, f. 155cd; -the others are taken from Meliiona and generally ad 


verbum, though shortened considerably by omission. 





25. Le Commentaire, tabula p. 484. 
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F. Henquinet has called attention to the incomplete state of dist. XII 
in B.” On £. 196b we read: 
His restat quaerere de sumentibus digne et indigne. Item, de fine et effectu huius 
sacramenti. 
Although the scribe inserts an X on the margin nearby this question, no 
continuation seems to be found anywhere else on this folio or on the 
succeeding folios. All the pertinent material may be found, however, in 
Melitona, 1. 174a (K) sqq. f. 18la sqq. Here at least Melitona treats of the 


worthy and unworthy consumption of the eucharist as well as its effects 


with respect to the remission of sin, the augmentation of the virtues, 


and suchlike pertinent matter. Some of this material is included in B in 


the folios posterior to 196b. 


The sacrament of penance merited quite an exhaustive treatment in B 
(ff. 197c-216b; dists. XIV-XXII incl.). This was occasioned undoubtedly 
by the similar extensive treatment which it provoked from the other 
early Franciscan authors who went to compose his sources, a treatment 
merited more by the confusion of the virtue of penance with the sacrament 
properly speaking, as well as by the uncertainly of the power of the keys 
with reference to the remission of sin and consequent infusion of grace, 
than by the clarity of these authors on the subject. Even in Velitona 
where a very definite progress is evidenced much of this abstruseness 
prevades (cf. Melitona, K ff. 185a-217b). While even a cursory glance 
down the table submitted above convinces one of the great dependence of 
B on Melitona also in this tract, no hasty generalizations may be made. 
The additions made by 8B to the questions of Melitona, though savoring 
of originality, may nonetheless be drawn from one or the other unknown 
author. What interests us particularly though is the fact that, as before 
mentioned, the known manuscripts of Melitona’s Quaestiones de sacra- 
mentis all end with the consideration of contrition, the first of the in- 
tegral parts of the sacrament which he proposes for consideration. If we 
glance down the table of correspondence we may notice that the depend- 
ence of 8 on Melitona is sustained for the duration of his extant (uaesti- 
ones while other correspondences, hitherto foreign, enter the list on 


Melitona’s expiration. May this not be interpreted as an indication that 


26. Les manuscrits, p. 332, and Le Commentaire, p. 488. 
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the Quaestiones of Melitona were even at this date unfinished? There 


shall be occasion later to return to this matter. 


The dependence of B on Melitona and the fact that this dependence is 


similar to that seen for the other tracts may be judged from the following 


question. 


Bf. 198a 
Quaeritur quid sit poenitentia, 
et describitur materialiter 
ab Ambrosio in sermone Christi: 
Ecce nunc tempus acceptabile 
etc. Poenitentia est dolor 
ia rae ness 
Item, Aug. in Ecclesiasticis 
Dogmatibus...sic idem dicit 
Ambrosius..... 
Item, super illud Mc. III: 
Poenitentiam agite, Glossa: 
Item, Aug. libro de Poeniten- 
tia. 
Item, in littera: Poenitentia 
est virtus vel gratia... 
Item, Aug. libro V Retract. 
Item, Damascenus: Poenitentia. 
est ab eo quod €st...... 
Item, D.... ad Clementem IV 

Libro De Articulis Fidei... 
Circa hoc opponitur: Si unius 
unum est esse...una definitio. 
RESPONDEO quod poenitentia 
secundum diversam consideration- 
em....vel potest comparari ad 
finem... et comparatur poen- 
itentia ad subiectum.... 
Et potest aliter dici quod 
haec “poenitentia est dolor 
COPKIS. sccccccccccccsccccccccces 
licet aliquo modo etiam 
convenit poenitentia in quan- 
tum est sacramentum. 

B vacat 

Quaeritur de definitione 
Ambrosii: Poenitentia vera 
est dolor cordis..... 


As we see at a glance the two 


a 
Melitqna K f. 190c 
Quaeritur quid sit poenitentia, et 
describitur materialiter ab 
Ambrosio in sermone Christi: 
Ecce nunc tempus acceptabile etc. 
Poenitentia vera est dolor cofdis.. 
Item, Aug. in Ecclesiasticis 
Dogmatibus....et idem dicit 
Ambrosius.....+. 
Item, super illud Mc. III: Poen- 
itentiam agite, Glossa:..... 
Item, Aug. libro de Poenitentia... 


Item, in IIII Sent. Poenitentia 
est virtus vel gratia.... 
Item, Aug. libro V Retract.: 
Item, dicit Damascenus: Poenitentia 
est ab eo quod est..... 
M vacat 


Circa hoc, ut solet, opponitur: 

Si unius unum est esse...una definitio. 
RESPONDEO ad hoc quod secundum 
diversam considerationem .... 

vel potest comparari ad finem... 

Datur etiam comparationem ad subiectum. 


Vel potest aliter dici quod haec 
“poenitentia est dolor cordis... 

Et hoc est reversio ab eo quod est 
praeter naturam, ad id quod est 
secundum naturam. 

Dubitabitur de illa definitione Aug... 
Quaeritur de hoc definitione Ambrosii. 
Poenitentia vera est dolor cordis... 


authors. follow word for word, minor 


changes excepted, throughout the entire question. While Velitona con- 
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tinues with the definition of Augustine, B vacat to resume with the 


definition of Ambrose. Here as in the above question he paces Melitona 


throughout. It is important for what is to follow in these pages to ap- 
preciate the way in which B uses his source, viz. ad verbum. This has 


been seen to be standard from the first folio on, and is useful in detecting 


a change of source in B, as he never changes authors in the middle of a 


question, or but very rarely. 


From the foregoing it is clear that B depends on Melitona. 
The reason why the critics failed to see that at once is due 
mainly to the way in which B incorporated the material of 
Melitona. The style of Melitona, being definitely different 
than that of the usual scholastic literature, - offered itself 
willingly to such plagiarism. To illustrate this difference let 
us take the following fictitious question as an example; it 
represents the format of any run-of-the-mill question likely to 
be found in the usual commentary on the Sentences: 


: Ps 50 r ° 
Status quaestionis: 3 quaeritur utrum sacramenta tempore gratiae 
necessaria sunt ad salutem? 


Argumenta pro: 1. Dixit Ambrosius.... 
2. Item, Bernardus.... 
3. Item, Cor. 6. 


Argumenta contra: Contra: 1. Matt. 11. 
2. Item, Magister in Littera.... 
3. Item, ratione videtur......... 
4. Item, dicebat Innocentius III... 
5. Item, Magistri dicunt.......0. 


Responsum: RESPONDEO QUOD........ 


Ad obiecta: Ad quod obicitur de Matt. 11, dicendum quod.. 
Ad illud de Magistro quod...dicendum quod... 
Ad tertium...dicendum quod.... 
Ad quartum ...dicendum quod.... 
Ad quod ultimo obicitur quod...dicendum quod... 


As evident there is but one main response, and around this 
everything else is centered. Now if William of Melitona were 
to present just this same question and just the same material, 


according tc his style of question formation it would run as 
follows: 
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Status quaestionis: Quaeritur utrum sacramenta tempore gratiae 
necessaria sunt ad salutem? 
Et videtur quod sic: 
Argumenta pro: 1. Dixit Ambrosius.... 
2. Item, Bernardus.... 
3. Item, Cor. 6. 
Argumenta contra: Contra: 1. Matt. 11...... 


Responsum: RESPONDEO QUOD........ 

Ad dbiectum: Ad quod obicitur de Matt. llquod....... 

respondeo quod..... 

24” argumentum 
contra: 

Ad 2um argumentum 


contra: 


Item, Magister in Littera 


Respondeo quod...c..ccccees 
34%™ argumentum 


contra: Item, ratione videtur..... 
Ad 3um argumentum 


contra: Respondeo quod..... 
44" argumentum 


contra: Item, dicebat Innocentius III... 
Sum argumentum 


contra: Item, Magistri dicunt... 


Ad obiecta 4%” 
as: Respondeo quod dictum Innocentii intelligitur de.... 
Ad quod obicitur quod Magistri dicunt..... 
dicendum quod... + 

When B took over the questions of Melitona he simply trans- 
formed the question formation immediately preceding into the 
first one given. Here and there he might change the order of 
the items in the pro or contra of Melitona’s question, or even 
substitute one of the longer arguments given in the pro section 
for a main response. This alteration plus the addition of 
artful repetitions in his own words at the end of the responsa 
of Melitona secured him pretty well from immediate de- 

tection. 7” 


(elf a 





27. While a thorough study of the additions made to the questions of Meli- 
tona which are found in B would constitute a study in itself, a sample of some 
additions may be seen in the following text: 


B f, 181c, Melitona K f, 120d, P 8c 
Ad (aliud add. B) quod igitur obicitur quod ignobilius non agit in nobilius 
(etc. add, M), respondendum est quod (hoc est verum add. B) opere naturali, sed 
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2. DEPENDENCE OF B UPON ALEXANDER’S COMMENTARY AND QUAESTIONES 


Next in sequence of dependence come the borrowings from 
Alexander in his Commentary and Quaestiones. Here the 
technique employed by the author of B—whom for the present 


we may anticipate as the borrower—shows less color and 
interest. 


A. Landgraf in 1939 and later in 1943 made us aware of 
the interdependence of the Paris ms. of the Commentary of 
Alexander, and B for the following passages: Bruxelles 1542 
(B) f. 203r—-Alexander Paris Nat. lat. 16406 (A) f. 192rv; 





bene potest opere mirabili (et virtute mirabili add. 3). Vel potest dici quod per 
se loquendo hic non agit minus nobile in nobiliori,. quia materialia non virtute 
propria agunt, sed virtute mirabiliter data, et hoc coagente fide, et hoc in anima 
in quantum est in defectu aliquo, non ratione suae substantiae; unde non aguntur 
materialia ratione qua materialia, sed ratione virtutis mirabilis sibi collatae; 
unde illa virtus est agens; nec agunt in anima nisi ratione defectus; unde agunt 
in id quod est defectus in anima et ita, licet anima in sua substantia sit nobilior 
quam illa materialia in se, nobilior est quam patiens, hoc est quam defectus in 


anima pro quo patiatur; unde, loquendo hic formaliter de agente formaliter et de 
patiente, hic agit nobilius in ignobilius. 


The matter which is italicized constitute the addition to Melitona by B. First, 
we notice that it draws out the response of Melitona to twice its former length, 
and that by an addition which through the use of the word unde and a style 
resembling the genuine Melitona almost certainly give the impression that Meli- 
tona is, on the- contrary, but an extract from B. This type of addition recurred so 
often that we were certainly tempted at first to consider the questions of Meli- 
tona the rivulus and B the fons. If we consider this, (or any such addition) more 
closely, though, it becomes evident that it is merely a repetition of what has 
already been said in the part common to Melitona and B, a repetition which is 
tedious seeing that further up in the same question we find the following passage 
common to B and Melitona: 

Dico igitur quod materialia in sacramentis virtute data illis desuper, et virtute 
fidei possunt agere in animam ratione alicuius defectus ipsius, et non agere ad 
purgationem, sicut ignis purgatorius, sed ad ornandum sive decorandum sive im- 
primendun, ratione qua virtus mirabilis est ad sanctificandum. 


and immediately preceding this: 


Similiter dico in proposito quod in sacramentis, quae sunt opera mirabilia, 
habent materialia virtutem supra naturam.... 


The above has to do with one type of addition found in the first part of B; 
the other type, scil. the addition of material absent entirely from Melitona but 
fitted into his converted questions would require too great a digression in these 
pages. 
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B 205rv—A 193v; B 208v—A 198v; B 215—A 208v.”* At the 
time A. Landgraf was under the impression that the Commen- 
tary of Alexander was the borrower and B the lender One of 
these passages (B f. 215) proving to be identical with Troyes 
1862(and Troyes 824), and the others not being too extensive, 
little genuine grounds for any conclusion seemed present. 
To determine more definitely the priority of either author, 
longer and more widely separated passages must be found, 
Fortunately some such passages turned up in the course of 
our studies, viz. A (Assisi Bibl. Municip. 189) f. 137d—B 
f 206b; A f. 138b—B f. 202c; A f. 141c-142b—B 205b; A 
f. 145b-146b—B f. 208d-209b; A f. 148b—B f. 212a; A 
f. 172ab—B f. 234cd (dist. 37); and finally A f. 172b-75a— 
B f, 235ad (dist. 38). As we notice these passages include 
the long treatment of De Clavibus (B f. 208d-209b) and two 
entire distinctions, viz. 37 and 38. Notwithstanding all this 
though, without the identification of the Commentary of Alex- 
ander it would have been difficult to tell just who was the 
source of the other. For that reason, for a while we were 
tempted to doubt even the genuineness of dist. 37 and 38 of 
the Commentary of Alexander. The different renvois found 
common to the two texts, namely B and Alexander, proved 
ambiguous since they might equally refer either to the text 
of Lombard or the commentary on that text found in either of 
the authors. It was then that the quotation from the Summa 
luris of Henry of Meersburg, used to identify the Commentary 
of Alexander, proved valuable since it appeared in this very 
distinction (38th dist.}. In the Summa luris we read: 


Respondeo cum magistro Alexandro, omnibus opinionibus omissis, 
quod papa in omnibus dispensare potest de plenitudine potestatis suae, 
praeterquam in articulis fidei....Dicendum ergo quod, quando dicitur: 
votum continentiae non recipit dispensationem, intelligitur quoad genus 
rei, quia nihil potest continentiae aequipari. Ex causa tamen ardua et 
valde necessaria bene recipit dispensationem, scil. propter necessitatem 





28. Cf. Ein anonymus Werk aus dem Bereich des Odo Rigaud, in Coll. Fran. 13 
(1943) 5-12; Bemerkungen zum Sentenzenkommentar des cod.. Vat. lat. 691 in 
Franziskanische Studien 26 (1939) 183-190. 
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multiplicationis fidelium in aliquo tempore aut etiam (pro) vitanda strage 
animarum. 


(Munich, Staatsbibl. Clm. 22278, £. 91r)” 


In dist. 38 of B, f. 235b we read: 


Si autem quaeratur de voto continentiae utrum recipiat commutationem, 
dicendum est quod non secundum genus rei. Et sic intelligitur cum com- 
muniter dicitur. Secundum necessitatem tamen multiplicationis fidelium 
in aliquo tempore posset fieri dispensatio. Non autem fit commutatio 
cuiusque in quodcumque melius sicut patet in II. De voto et de voti 
redemptione, c. Perpendimus, ubi dicitur quod redemptio illa*de con- 
structione altaris non sufficiebat voto ieiunii in singulis sextis feriis 
in pane et aqua. Oportet enim si poenale fuerit votum, mutari in poenale; 


aliter non esset satisfactorium 

This quotation from B coincides ad verbum, minute dif- 
ferences excepted, with Alexander’s Commentary, f. 173b- 
173c, dist. 38. The entire distinction in which it is found 
then belongs, not to B, but to Alexander. 


The other quotations used for the identification of the 
Fourth Book of Alexander’s Commentary likewise appear in 
B, but in common with Troyes. For that reason we shall not 
treat of them here. F. Henquinet had left a very good clue 
when he mentioned that the divisio textus between dist. 37 
and 38 of B was common to Troyes.*® Upon checking the 
37th distinction in B we found that it likewise came from 
Alexander, for the very good reason that Troyes does not 
have a 37th distinction. As far as the other passages common 
to Alexander’s Commentary and B are concerned, their origi- 
nally belonging to Alexander follows from all that has been 
said. Any supposition of their being interpolated into Alex- 
ander from B is preposterous; furthermore, it is only on the 
expiration of the test of Melitona that a dependence on Alex- 
ander began to manifest itself. 





29. Our quotation from Henry of Meersburg is taken from the Prolegomena, 
p. 210. Here this and all other quotations used in the identification of this Com- 
mentary of Alexander, and referred to in the following pages on account of their 
relation to Troyes and B, may conveniently be found with the pertinent bibli- 
ography. 

30. Le Commentaire, p. 486. 
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Thus far, then, the dependence of B on two authors rests 
assured. This dependence applies to a very great part of the 
material found in the treatment of the first four sacraments, 
as well as to a substantial part of the treatment of matrimony. 
As noted by V. Doucet*! two quaestiones, one of which is 
received es definitely of Alexander, viz. De locis animarum 
exutarum a corpore (Vat. lat. 782, ff. 8lc-82d), and the other 
not without some reservations, viz. De veritate humanae 
naturae (Toulouse Municipal Library 737, ff. 277a-283b), are 
also found in part in B where the latter deals with De No- 
vissimis. We have not consulted these questions, but, as 
will be seen later when we deal with the chronology of B, 
their anteriority is assured. To prove that the question De 
veritate humanae naturae, which is less securely attributed 
to Alexander, is or is not in reality his, does not, at any 
rate, interest us here. The mode in which it is accepted 
into B—by means of verbatim excerpts and incompletely— 
pretty securely indicates plagiarism on the part of B rather 
than the opposite. Since all the extant mss. of the Commen- 
tary of Alexander terminate with a mutilated fourth book it is 
impossible to gauge its influence on B in the latter’s escha- 
tology. 


As far as the alteration of the text of Alexander is con- 
cerned any comparison of formulas is out of the question. 
The formulas of B differ from question to question and from 
folio to folio with the exception to be adverted to later on. 
We may say, however, that there is a tendency to simplify 
the rather awkward or unusual formulas of Alexander, e.g. 
Ad quod respondemus quod becomes Xespondeo and Res- 
pondemus quod becomes Respondeo quod. 


With reference to other discrepancies found in the texts 
little may be said since the different mss. of the Commentary 
of Alexander afford not a little difference one with the other; 
all depends on what particular redaction of this Commentary 
B had before him when writing. 


iii _ ae 





31. Cf. n. 18 above. 
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3. DEPENDENCY OF TROYES 1862 ON ALEXANDER, AND ON THE 
SOURCES OF VAT. LAT. 691. 

[he other contender for Rigaldian honors, namely Troyes 
1862, needs next be considered. What are its immediate 
sources, ‘and how extensively has it drawn from them? 


As we see from the table of correspondence the affinity of 
Troyes and the Commentary of Alexander is evident through- 
out the entire extent of each. In distinguishing dependence 
care must be taken to separate in Troyes those passages 
which are ad verbum with B from those which are not. 
Distinction 38 in Troyes is a case in point; though throughout 
this distinction both B and Alexander, as shown, agree ad 
verbum, Troyes agrees with Alexander but not ad verbum. 
In this very distinction we find the opinion attributed to 
Alexander by Henry of Meersburg with reference to the possi- 
ble commutation of the vow of continence. (Alexander Assisi 
189 f. 173bc; Troyes 1862, f. 204v). Since for chronological 
redsons later to be shown Troyes cannot be copying from B, 
he is therefore copying from Alexander. 


As far as the other passages used in the identification of 
Alexander's Commentary are concerned they are of little use 
to us here; although they may all be found in the text of 
Troyes, there they are literally the same as the redaction of 
B (cf. Troyes 1862 f. 186a; Alexander Assisi 189 f. 153b, 
as also the preceding folio in both authors; and Troyes 
f. 189b; Alexander f. 155b—definitio ordinis). One of these 
may be adduced as illustrating the style of variation under- 
gone by Alexander: 


Alex. Assisi 189 f, 153b 

Ad illud quod obicitur utrum ingratitudo sit actuale peccatum vel 
circumstantia, dicimus quod accipitur ingratitudo multis modis. Uno 
enim modo dicitur ingratitudo omissio referendi gratias vel contemptus 
pro beneficiis impensis. Alio modo dicitur reditio mali pro bono. Tertio 
modo dicitur immemoria habitualis beneficiorum prius acceptorum, se- 
cundum quem modum accipitur hic ingratitudo. Est ergo nec originale 
peccatum nec actuale, sed dispositio sequens actuale cum recidivat 
peccator. 
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Troyes 1862 f. 186d. 

Quod quaeritur de ingratitudine potest dici quod ingratitudo dicitur 
multipliciter. Uno modo omissio vel contemptus agendi Deo gratias, et 
sic est peccatum; secundo dicitur reditio mali pro bono (bonum pro malo 
cod.) et sic iterum est peccatum; tertio dicitur habitualis immemoria 
beneficiorum Dei, et hoc modo non dicitur peccatum actuale vel originale, 
sed dispositio consequens peccatum actuale cum recidivat peccator. 


Another example of more value since it is independent of 


B is the following: 


Troyes 1862 f. 151b 

Respondeo. Quia sanctificatio 
fuit in utero secundum illam 
Glossam: “quia lingua non poterat 
utero exultante exultat.” Est 
enim sanctificatio ab originali 
peccato cum confirmatione aliqua; 
major fuit sanctificatio in Beata 
Virgine quia fuit purgata a pron- 
itate venialis peccati quamvis 
in ipsa maneret fomes secundum 
substantiam. Unde Hieronymus: 
De Conceptu Virginali: “Decebat 
sane quod de purissima matre 
fieret conceptio Filii Dei et 


Alexander Assisi 189 f, 125cd 
Respondeo quod sanctificatus fuit 
in utero secundum illam Glossam: 
“Quem lingua non poterat, 

anima exultante salutat.” Est 
autem sanctificatio purgatio a 
mortali peccato cum confirmatione; 
est autem plenior sanctificatio 
cum purgatur a pronitate venialis 
peccati, quo modo sanctificata 
fuit Virgo in conceptione Christi, 
licet enim remaneret in ea malum 
(bonum!) poenae in quantum in 
peccatum inclinativum. Unde 
remansit; unde dicit Anselmus: 


illa puritate quam sub Deo maior 


in libro de Conceptione Virginali: 
nequit intelligi.” 


Decebat ut illius hominis conceptio 
de matre purissima fieret, ea autem 
puritate qua maior sub Deo vel 
Christo nequit intelligi.....” 


The discrepancies in the text of Troyes may easily be 
explained by the condition of the text of Alexander. Since 


the text from Alexander presently serves mere critical and not 
doctrinal purposes it has not been checked for variants. 


It is interesting to see how the opinion of Alexander though 
retained and proffered sti!l finds its correction or modification 
throughout the folios of 7. The following example is par- 
ticularly characteristic since it shows at:once the relative 
antiquity of Alexander's Commentary and its revision—we 


might say——by 7. Alexander speaks of the sacrament of the 
eucharist: 


Assisi 189, £. 133b 


Respondeo quod in hoc sacramento triplex figuratur unitas, scilicet 
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fidei, gratiae et caritatis, quae est gratia communionis (marg. non est 
haec vera opinio); quia ergo hoc sacramentum per se figurat hanc tripli- 
cem unionemy in corpore mystico ei opponitur triplex peccatum; scilicet 
infidelitatis notatur, simonia quae ponit gratiam quae est impretiable sub 
pretio et ita non esset gratis, et excommunicatio iusta quae per se 
opponitur gratiae communionis in corpore mystico. Quia ergo praecisi 
sunt omnes huiusmodi peccatores ab unitate corporis mystici—et se- 
cundum se et secundum caput corporis mystici—non habent executionem 
potestatis secundum ordinem. Executio enim ordinate descendit a capite 
principali usque in ministros Ecclesiae qui vicem capitis gerunt. Licet 
tamen baptizare, quia baptismus fit in fide Ecclesiae; -sicut enim per 
alium contrahitur peccatum originale, ita per alterius fidem fit regeneratio 
spiritualis in parvulis. Non sic autem est in sacramento altaris; virtute 
enim ipsius confertur gratia iam adultis. Convenit enim eum qui tenet 
vicem ministri Ecclesiae fidem habere in qua fide consecret. Si vero non 
habet fidem, dummodo credatur fidem habere et ab Ecclesia approbatur 
tamquam habens, etsi non ei valeat consecratio, valet tamen communi- 


cantibus. 

This antiquated opinion of Alexander, denying the exe- 
cution of the power of orders to the excommunicated, simonia- 
cal, and heretical ministers does not find ready acceptance 


from T, nor at the same time enough conviction of the opposite 
opinion to warrant the rejection of this one. For these reasons 
he first gives the above opinion almost in the words of Alex- 
ander, and continues: 


Troyes 1862 f. 164a: 

Nota tamen quod haec est communis opinio quod si sit haereticus prae- 
cisus vel degredatus, vel quocumque alio modo se habet, dum tamen sit 
sacerdos, quia semper habet caracterem, si consecrat, consecratum est, 
quia numquam privatur ab eo potestas sed usus. Non est simile de 
potestate ligandi et solvendi qua ista potestas non est universalis, 
sed tantum super sibi subditos, sed potestas consecrandi universaliter 
super debitam materiam datur in ordine, et ideo non potest auferri, et 


ideo si consecrat, consecratum est. Simile dicendum est de ordine, 
quoniam si ordinat, ordinatum est. 


Since this same technique of first giving the opinion of 
Alexander and then modifying it by the submission of another 
with the words “tamen aliter dici potest”, recurs in Troyes 
from dist. I to dist. 38, there is no difficulty in seeing through- 
out the pages of T a strong, and lasting dependence. 


In comparison with the type of dependence manifested by 
B, that of T is certainly less strictly to the word of Alex- 
ander. The text is remade somewhat even when the opinion 
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of Alexander is given though later to be reconsidered. 
Throughout a long passage brief passages ad verbum inter- 
sperse with brief passages ad sensum, then the introduction 
of new material, and interestingly enough a plentiful supply 
of divisiones textus. By contrast these latter are conspicu- 
ously absent from the fourth book—and, as far as we know, 
also from the other books—of Hales. 


V. Doucet ** has noted the presence of two of the questions 


of Alexander postquam fuit frater (to use the terminology 
presently applied in dealing with these questions) in Troyes, 
viz. De sacrificiis legalibus and De sacrificiis in genere 
(respectively Vat. lat. 782 ff. 7la-73d and ff. 77b-79b). To 
these may be added the question De contritione et attritione 
(Assisi Bibl. Comm. 138 ff. 126b-127c; for the correspondence 
with Troyes 1862 cf. table of correspondence). The important 
thing to note with reference to these is their reception into 
Troyes after the fashion of that Commentary, that is, broken 
down and remade a little. 


4. DEPENDENCY OF TROYES 1862 ON VAT. LAT. 691 (OR ITS SOURCE) 


Mention has already been made of the value of Vatican 
lat. 691 in securing at least the existence of other commen- 
taries on the Sentences than the ones presently known. Such 
information comes in very useful here in searching out the 
other constituent elements .in 7'royes, that is, other than the 
Commentary of Alexander. 


The following passages from Troyes and Vat. 691 point to 
the existence of such another commentary and its assimilation 
by Troyes. The texts fortunately enough may be associated 
with their source: 





32. Cf. n. 16 above. 
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Troyes 1862, {. 165a. 
Respondeo quod poeniten- 
tia potest tripliciter 
considerari, scil. in quan- 
tum ordinat ad deletionem 
culpae, et sic dicit grat- 
iam indistincte se ad om- 
nes virtutes habentem; 


secundo potest sumi in 
quantum satisfacit pro 
culpa specialiter quantum 
ad poenam sibi debitam, et 
sic aliquando habet usum 
unius virtutis, secundum 
quod contra diversa pecc- 
ata per diversas virtutes 
satisfacere contingit; 


tertio modo potest consid- 
erari in quantum comparat- 
ur ad Deum pro iniustitia 
sibi illata in poena quae 
illi debetur, et sic poen- 
itentia continetur sub ius- 
titia in quantum actus eius 
est unicuique reddere quod 
suum est. 


T vacat 


Vat. lat. 691, f. 135a. 
Solutio: Poenitentia pot- 
est multipliciter consid- 
érari, scil. in quantum 
ordinat ad deletionem cul- 
pae, et sic dicit gratiam 
indistincte se habentem 
ad omnes virtutes; 


secundo potest sumi in 
quantum satisfacit pro 
culpa spiritualiter quan- 
tum ad poenam sibi deb- 
itam, et sic aliquando 
habet usum unius virtut- 
is, aliquando alterius, 
secundum quod contra 
diversa peccata habet 
satisfacere per diver- 
Sas virtutes; 

tertio modo potest con- 
siderari in relatione ad 
Eum cui satisfacit pro 
iniuria illata, et hoc 

in poena debita, Sic poen- 
itentia continetur sub 
iustitia in quantum actus 
(eius) est reddere uni- 
cuique quod suum est. 


Sic ergo secundum unum 


esse est poenitentia gra- 
tia indistincte, non pon- 
endo esse virtutis; sec- 
undum reliquum modum est 
gratia quae est virtus in- 
distincte tamen ad sin- 
gulas; secundum tertium 
modum est iustitia et hoc 
patet per auctoritates 
supra positas. 


Vat. lat. vacat. 


A. {. 134b; P. 185c 
Respondeo. Sicut supra 
dictum est, poenitentia 
habet multipliciter esse; 
habet enim unum esse sec- 
undum quod per eam culpa 
deletur, et quoad hoc habet 
esse gratiae ad omnem vir- 
tutem. Respectu ergo 
deletionis culpae est poen- 
itentia (ergo om. A) gratia 
indistincte ordinans ad 
omnem virtutem. In quantum 
autem Satisfecit pro culpa 
per poenitentiam, habet 
poenitentia aliquando 

usum unius virtutis, ali- 
quando alterius, ut pro 
diversis sit satisfactio. 


Inquantum autem Deo 
satisfecit in poena quae 
sibi debetur est generalis 
iustitiae. 


Sic ergo secundum unum 
esse est poenitentia 
gratia indistincte, non 
ponendo esse virtutis; 
secundum reliquum vero 
modum est poenitentia 
gratia quae est virtus 
indistincte ad singulas; 
secundum tertium modum est 
iustitia et hoc patet 

per auctoritates prius 
positas. 

Ponitur autem poenitentia 
in duplex genus, quia 
poenitentia remissionem 
duplicis mali respicit, 
scilicet culpae, quod fit 
per se a gratia, et poenae 
quod fit per se a iustitia 
virtute vel ab unaquaque 
virtute indistincte, si 
consideretur id quod est 
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Ad aliud dicendum 
quod lugere dicitur 
dupliciter, pro pecc- 
atis et pro incol- 
atu praesentis miser- 
iae. Primo modo lug- 
ere non dicitur esse 
beatitudo luctus, 
sed secundo modo dic- 
itur esse pertinens 
ad beatitudinem luc- 
tus. Ita notandum 
quod secundum quod 
poenitentia dicitur 
luctus, non sunt 
ejus partes contritio 
confessio etc., sed 
sunt partes illius 
in quantum est sacra- 
mentum, et tunc def- 
initur hoc modo: Poen- 
itentia est sacramen- 
tum Ecclesiae ordin- 
atum ad delendum pecc- 
atum quantum ad cul- 
pam et quantum ad poe- 
nam, et ita non con- 
sistit in sola contri- 
tione, nisi in- quan- 
tum contritio vicem 
tenet satisfactionis. 


Ad ultimum dicendum 
quod lugere dicitur dup- 
liciter, vel pro peccatis 
propriis, vel pro incol- 
atu huius miseriae. Primo 
modo non dicitur beatit- 
udo luctus, sed secundo 
modo. Et nota quod prout 
poenitentia dicitur vir- 
tus, non sunt ejus par- 
tes contritio, confessio 
et satisfactio, sed sunt 


motus procedentes a poen- 


itentia. Sunt autem par- 
tes ejus in quantum poen- 
itentia est sacramentum. 
Et potest tunc definire 
sic.: Poenitentia est 
sacramentum Ecclesiae 
ordinatum ad delendam 
culpam et poenam et sic 
non consistit in sola 
contritione, nisi in 
quantum contritio, immo 
satisfactione, vicem ten- 
et satisfactionis. 


poena non sub ratione poenae. 
Ad ultimum dicimus quod 
alterum est lugere pro peccato 
suo, et alterum pro incolatu 
hoc et dilatione patriae. 
Poenitentiae est lugere pro 
peccato; beatitudinis pro 
superiori et inferiori. 


(Assisi 189A; Paris Nat. 
lat. 16406-P) 


As may be seen at a glance down the parallel columns, the 


Commentary of Alexander is the font of both Vat. lat. 691 and 
Troyes 1862 basically; again, Troyes and Vat. lat. are too 
closely affiliated in their difference from Alexander to be 
considered: independent of one another. That Vat. lat. is the 
source of Troyes may be seen from the fact that it adheres 
more closely to the original source as evidenced in the use 
of “multipliciter” which becomes “tripliciter” in Troyes, as 
also by the continuance of the dependence of -Vat. lat. “sic 
ergo secundum unum esse....per aucturitates supra positas” 
where Troyes on the contrary abbreviates its immediate 
source by omission. It is very unlikely that Vat. lat., should 
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it be the borrower from Troyes, would revert to the term 
“multipliciter” when it had the more perfect term “tripliciter” 
in its immediate source. 


The following passages in Troyes 1862 and Vat. lat. 691 
exhibit a similar relation. It is unfortunate that we do not 
presently have the font of the twin texts which certainly 
seems to recall Alexander's Quaestio de clavibus.** As seen 
from the columns, the font of the continuance in Vat. lat. is 
the Commentary of Alexander. Even without the original 
source for the_entire passage though one may be seen to 


depend from the other: 


Vat. lat. 691, f. 142ab 

Solutio: Sicut dicunt quidam 
scientia ista est habitus, non 
infusus vel adquisitus, sed in- 
natus, secundum quod quilibet 
scit naturaliter quod omne pec- 
catum mortale est vitandum, et 
bonum est faciendum. Hoc enim 
scriptum est in corde hominis 
cuiuslibet; quamvis quilibet 
habent hanc potestatem discer- 
nendi, sive habent scientiam, 
tamen non habent usum vel 
executionem huius potestatis, 
see illis solum quibus datur 

in ordine sacerdotali, et sic 
dicebat Praepositinus, scil. 
quod minima scientia sufficeret 
ad rationem clavis. 


Aliter potest dici et melius, 
quod ista scientia non dicit 
habitum innatum nec 
adquisitum, sed dicit auctor- 
itatem discernendi quid bonum, 
quid malum. Haec autem auc- 
toritas datur etiam idiotis 
sacerdotibus, etsi non pos- 
sunt umquam habere discretam 
executionem, sicut videmus in 
foro causarum quod multis id- 





33. Assisi, Bibl. Comm. 138 fi. 
E 14 ff. 101c-103b. 


Troyes 1862, f£. 179d. 

Respondeo: Sicut dicunt quidam quod 
scientia ista est habitus, non acquisitus 
vel infusus, sed innatus, secundum (quod) 
quilibet naturaliter scit quod peccatum 
mortale est evitandum et bonum 
faciendum. Hoc enim scriptum est 

in corde cuiuslibet, et quamvis 

omnes habeant potestatem istam 
discernendi naturaliter, non 

tamen omnes habent usum huius 
potestatis, sed datur usus in 

ordine sacerdotali—ita dicunt. 


Nota, aliter potest dici quod 
ista scientia non dicit 
habitum innatum vel acquisitum, 
sed dicit auctoritatem dis- 
cernendi quid bonum quid 
malum. Haec autem auctoritas 
datur etiam idiotis, etsi 
numquam possint habere 
exectutioaem, sicut videtur 

in foro causarum quod 

multis per delegationem 


13la-132d; London, British Royal Museum 9 
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iotis per delegationem datur 
auctoritas discernendi inter 
iustum et iniustum qui tamen 
nesciunt discernere, ut dic- 
tum est. Et iterum multi 
sunt periti iuris qui sciunt 
discernere inter iustum et 
iniustum, et tamen non 
habent auctoritatem, cum 
non sint iudices ordinarii 

nec delegati. Eodem modo 

est in foro poenitentiali. 
Igitur sicut ille peccat qui 

dat auctoritatem discernen- 

di inter iustum et iniustum 
ipsi idiotae, et etiam qui 
suscipit; similiter est in 

foro poenitentiali. Et sic 

in foro iudiciali aliquis 

habet auctoritatem sive 
potestatem discernendi in- 

ter iustum et iniustum, non 
tamen habet usum potestatis 
exequendae, sic est quod multi 
sacerdotes non habent usum 
primae clavis licet habent 
auctoritatem; tamen habent 

se usum, et talibus est 
consulendum ut alios consul- 
ant qui habent scientiam 
discernendi. 

Ad aliud dicendum quod 
usus clavis est aperire et 
claudere. Aperire autem et 
claudere est iudicis ordin- 
arii ecclesiastici, qui 
debet esse iustus iudex, et 
ideo ad ipsum pertinet sci- 
entia ut potestas. Et ideo 
penes hoc sumuntur claves. 
Bona autem vita, praedicatio 
et huiusmodi sunt communiter. 
Similiter dicendum quod penes 
illos actus sumuntur claves 
qui respiciunt clausionem 
et apertionem; cuiusmodi non 
sunt benedicere, consecrare 
et huiusmodi, sed potius 
ligare et solvere. 


datur auctoritas, discer- 
nendi inter iustum et in- 
iustum qui tamen nesciunt 
discernere, et iterum 
multi iuris periti in- 
ter iustum et iniustum 
qui tamen non habent 
auctoritatem discernendi cum 
non sint iudices ordinarii 
nec delegati. Eodem modo est 
in foro poenitentiali. 
Unde sicut ille peccat qui 
dat auctoritatem discernen- 
di inter iustum et inius- 
tum homini idiotae, et qui 
suscipit; similiter est in 
foro poenitentiali. Et sic- 
ut in foro iudiciali ali- 
quis habet potestatem exe- 
quendi iudicium, qui tamen 
non habet usum potestatis 
discernendi, sicut est qucd 
multi sacerdotes habent 
usum ultimae clavis, non 
tamen primae, et ideo tal- 
ibus consulendum (consis- 
tendum?) quod illos consul- 
ant qui habent scientiam 
discernendi. 

Ad aliud dicendum quod 
usus clavis est aperire 
et claudere. Aperire au- 
tem et claudere est iudic- 
is, et ideo penes illa 
sumuntur claves quae 
pertinent ad iudicem eccles- 
iasticum in quantum debet 
esse iustus iudex. Ad 
iudicium autem pertinet 
scientia et potestas. 
Bona autem (est?) vita et 
huiusmodi sunt communiter 
omnium, et ideo penes 
scientiam et potestatem 
sumuntur claves; similiter 
dicendum est quod penes 
illos actus sumuntur claves 
qui respiciunt clausionem 
et apertionem, huiusmodi 
autem sunt ligare et solvere, 
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non consecrare et benedic- 
ere, et huiusmodi sacer- 
dotes habent, immo minister 
sacerdotis quia habent or- 
dinem, et si consecrant, 
consecratum est. 


Alexander, Commentary, Assisi 189, f. 
145d. 
Si vero quaeratur quare potestas 
consecrandi, iniungendi et aliae 
potestates non sunt claves sicut 
et potestas solvendi et ligandi, 
respondemus: clavis proprie res- 
picit clausionem et apertionem. 
Clausio autem fit per vinculum Clausio autem fit per vinculum 
peccati vel poenae, apertio peccati, apertio autem per sol- 
per solutionem triplicis vin- utionem ipsius vinculi. Et propter 
culi. Et ideo quia illae pot- hoc quod istae potestates refer- 
estates referuntur ad vinculum untur ad vinculum peccati vel 
peccati vel poenae removent poenae dicuntur claves; sed aliae . 
quasi impedimentum et sic potestates respiciunt effectum 
aperiunt, dicuntur claves; gratiae, qui non est proprie 
sed aliae potestates respic- nisi in illis qui sunt intra 
iunt effectum gratiae, qui Ecclesiam et propter hoc nulla 
non est proprie nisi in illis meretur dici clavis. 
qui sunt inter Ecclesiam, et 
ideo nulla meretur dici clavis. 


That Troyes is the copyist here is evidenced from two 
considerations. In the first place the opening paragraph in 
Troyes is clearly an abbreviation of Vat. lat. (or its source 
as already pointed out);-the “ita dicunt” of Troyes quite 
clearly indicates the greatly revered source of all these 
authors explicitly quoted by Vaz. lat., namely, Prepositinus. 
In the second place Troyes parts company with Vaz. lat. and 
its source Alexander on the distinction of the power of orders 
and jurisdiction. We have already in these pages given the 
texts from Alexander and Troyes with reference to the power 
of orders. Troyes then sustains his opinion here to point out 
that the power to consecrate is something innate in the 
priesthood and independent of jurisdiction; Vat. lat., following 
Alexander, takes over his opinion ad verbum. 


There are many other such instances of interdependence 
between Troyes and Vat. lat. some of which coincide with B. 
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The above demonstrate adequately enough, though, : the 
presence of other authors besides Alexander in the compi- 
lation of this manuscript attributed to Rigaud. 


The relation of Troyes to its rival B may now be under- 
taken. 


5. THE DEPENDENCE OF B (BRUXELLES BIBL. ROYALE 1542) ON 
TROYES DIRECTLY, AND ALEXANDER AND VAT. LAT. 691 INDIRECTLY 

F. Henquinet, who has undertaken the collation of Trpyes 
and B, presented us with the rather curious fact that these 
two manuscripts, which from a doctrinal and chronological 
point of view show a world of difference, yet, for passage 
after passage and sometimes distinction after distinction, 
run word for word identically.** How to explain this was 
indeed not a little baffling. No other codex of B was accessi- 
ble for comparison. Since the text of Albert the Great had been 
found intermingled with that of Hugh of St. Cher giving origin 
to a hybrid commentary, and all through the error of a scribe 
who found the two texts around a text of Lombard in a 
marginal commentary, might not this same type of error on 
the part of a scribe account for the melee in this case?* 
Such was the explanation which F. Henquinet presented as 
possible. Criticism from then on—on no grounds of proof— 
proceeded to regard Troyes as the winner in obtaining 
through this error, or for some other reason, equivalently 
thirteen distinctions of the superior text of B. 


Due to this statement of the question now prevalent it is 
necessary to restate it thus: objectively, of the 348 columns 
of Troyes 1862 more than 100 reappear in B, or in other words, 
about one-third of the content of Troyes 1862 is identical 


with B. To whom do these passages really belong, ‘Troyes or 
BP? 





34, Le Commentaire, p. 485-486. 
35. Cf. n. 11. 
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As far as can be determined from the text of Troyes or B 
no easy ready answer presents itself. Four arguments may be 
offered though that these common texts or passages belonged 
originally to Troyes. 


In the first place there is—what may be called in this 
case—a negative argument from the formulas. Clearly standard 
formulas, with the exception of the one soon to be considered, 
are of necessity absent from B; when he copies Alexander 
we find the formulas of Alexander, where he copies William 
of Melitona we find the formulas of Melitona. In Alexander 
in his fourth book we find every possible variety of formula, 
and when B copies from this book he takes this variety with 
him; in Melitona ad quod obicitur quod and Dicendum(est) 
quod or Respondeo quod do not fail to appear in almost every 
question, and when these questions reappear in the folios of 
B they bring these formulas with them. Can any relation then 
be established between B and Troyes by reason of the 
latter’s formulas? And the answer is no, because the 
formulas of Troyes like those of Alexander vary at will from 
this distinction to that. In other words, in both Alexander and 
Troyes we are dealing with authors too young Scholastically 
speaking to have developed the stylistics of formulas to 
standarization. 


B, though, ‘despite his enormous borrowings, injected some- 
thing of himself into his commentary when he showed a 
fondness for grouping his questions in numerical order, viz. 
Quaeritur primo, Quaeritur secundo, tertio, quarto, and even 
sexto and septimo. This characteristic of B does not prevail 
throughout the passages which he hasin common with Troyes, 
and here then we have an indication that Troyes in this case 
is the lender and not the borrower. 


The second argument in favor of the originality of Troyes, 
and- these common passages originally belonging to him, 
comes from the mode of assimilation of their sources. As we 


see from the tabula concordantiae given in the first pages of 
this article, B adopts the sources M and A with literal fi- 
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delity. 7, on the contrary, shows a dependence which is at 
the same time more extensive and less literal-speaking from 
the point of view of Alexander as the base. The following 
passages are common to B and Alexander but independent of 
Troyes: B 202c; A 138b B 206b; A 137d B 203r; A 139cd 
B 205rv; A 140d-14la B 205b; A 141c-142b B 206b; A 137d 
B 208d-209b; A 145b-146b B 208d-209b; A 145b-146b B 212a; 
A 148b B 234v; A 172ab B 235ad; A 172ab-175a. Throughout 
these passages B copies ad verbum. Throughout the following 
passages where B and Troyes in common show points of 
contact with Alexander the type of dependence is not solidly 
ad verbum in any particular case: T (Troyes 1862) 183a; 
A150a 7185a; A15lb 7173c; A140a T 185c; A 152a 
A 185a; A152a T 186d; A 153ab T 188rv; A 154d T 188d- 
189b; A 155be T 204b-206a; A 172b-173d. Since these latter 
passages display the characteristics of Troyes when it copies 
independently of B, the originality of the sections where they 
are found should with greater likelihood be attributed to 
Troyes. Distinction XXXVIII in Alexander, B and Troyes may 
be fittingly taken as a basis of comparison. The present 
argument labors admittedly under two defects, namely, that it 
is not exhaustive of all the material taken from Alexander by 
both B and Troyes when copying in common or independently, 
and that the differentiation between ad sensum and ad verbum 
may, perhaps, be arbitrary. This latter defect is due to the 
text of Troyes and Alexander, which is oftentimes quite 
defective. 


The third argument is taken from the place in B where the 
concurrence of B and Troyes commences. A wholesale com- 
munity of material with Troyes occurs only sometime after 
the expiration of the first source, Melitona. The evident 
solution, then, is that B upon exhausting his first source 
now adopts another principal one, viz. Troyes. And when he 
did not find suitable material in Troyes to fill up his commen- 
tary, he resorted to the primary source, viz. the commentaries 
used by Vat, lat. 691, and the primary source of all, Alex- 
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ander. 


The last argument favoring the integrity of Troyes as 
against B finds its strength in the weakness of the contrary 
hypothesis. As stated in the opening paragraph of this 
section dealing with B’s dependencies, critics explain 
the concurrence of B and Troyes for certain distinctions 
and parts of distinctions by postulating the involuntary 
error of a copyist. These concurrences are not then 
borrowings on the part of Troyes; rather, it is assumed, both 
B and Troyes were in some case each writtén on the same 
folios of the same manuscript, and presumably around the 
text of Lombard. Later on a copyist copying out Troyes 
separately wandered now and then into the text of B, and in 
this way the mixture of B and Troyes occurred. Aside from 
the fact that the same critics sustain the textual identity 
of Troyes 1862 and Troyes 824, and possibly explain this 
identity by having one copied from the other, their contention 
lacks all proof; -on the contrary, perhaps, these concurrences 
may be otherwise explained. In the preceding argument it has 
been stated that Troyes prefers to remake his source some- 
what; this does not preclude, however, his oftentimes being 
ad verbum throughout this sor that passage with Alexander. 
As we have seen, B likewise borrows from Alexander. It is 
quite possible that the two, viz. Treyes and B, each borrowing 
independently, take over exactly the same material. This 
would certainly seem to be the case in Dist. XVIII in the 
two authors. Here the two differ throughout the entire dis- 
tinction except for some lines in B f. 208a, and Troyes 1862 
f. 178d-179a, viz. “Respondeo quod est duplex dolor, spiri- 
tualis et sensibilis, et penes spiritualis doloris quanti- 
tatem...” The reason for their concurrence here rests in the 
fact that they are both borrowing from the Commentary of 
Alexander, Assisi 189 f. 144d-145a. Without a knowledge of 
the common source, it would certainly seem plausible to 
explain the breaking of this distinction through the wandering 
error of a copyist. [he same explanation suits the concurrence 
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of the authors later on in the same distinction, .as they break 
their divergence to incorporate the text of Alexander: 


Habet enim gratia per se quemdam effectum, alium secundum quod 
coniungitur cum “dolore spirituali, sive voluntate detestandi peccatum, 
tertium secundum quod coniungitur dolore sensibili, quartum....Effectus 
enim gratiae secundum se est delere culpam...Praeterea, praeeligenda 
est vita animae vitae corporis cum omnibus ejus circumstantiis. (Assisi 


189, f. 145a) 


In fact all this material from the Commentary of Alexander 
is found more or less ad verbum with Vat. lat. 691, f. 141d, 
so with just as much reason Vat. lat. 691 could be said to be 
interwoven in B. Distinction 38, as so often mentioned, -af- 
fords many such examples of B and Troyes intermittently 
differing and agreeing. Again, the text of B between folios 
200c-203b is found exactly in Troyes within the folios 168a- 
174c, with the exception of some lines in folio 17la of 
Troyes and 201d of B, and the passage 171c-172b of Troyes 
and 202c-202d of B.* As to the first divergence of texts,— 
T 17la, B 201d—we have not found any independent source 
of either T or B; in the second passage though—T ff. 171c- 
172d; -B ff. 202c-202d—the source of the difference in B lies 
partly in his borrowing from the Commentary of Alexander, 
Assisi 189 f. 138ab, which he incorporates ad verbum. As is 
evident, in the present argument only those passages are 
considered which suggest the wandering errors of a copyist 
either because they appear common to the two authors in the 
midst of long passages otherwise differing entirely, or because 
they are found as differing in the midst of long passages 
otherwise held entirely in common. Where the two authors go 
hand in hand for five or six distinctions at a time (e.g. T 
ff. 213b-221a; B ff. -245b-253b) any error of a copyist betrays 


vincible ignorance. 


Intervening differences and agreements are not merely 
fortuitous, ‘then, but quite susceptible of another explanation. 





36. Cf. Le Commentaire, p. 485-486. 
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It is by no means intended to take the mere obiter dictum of 
F. Henquinet as if he presented it as a studied conclusion; 
rather it is intended simply to present the Commentary of 
Troyes as a composite whole composed well anterior to B and 
copied by him. 

Our conclusion based on the evidence so far accumulated 
is as follows: Of the two claimants to the fourth book of 
Rigaud one, -B, is an accumulation of material taken verbally 
largely from William of Melitona in his Quaestiones de sacra- 
mentis, as also from the anonymous Commentary Troyes 1862 
and Alexander of Hales in his Commentary and Quaestiones; 
B also indirectly depends on the Commentary of Alexander 
through the intervening Troyes 1862 and unknown authors 
attested to by Vat. lat. 691. The other claimant to Rigaldian 
authorship, Troyes 1862, presents itself as a composition 
greatly depending throughout its entire extent on Alexander’s 


Commentary, but showing a dependence also on the Quaesti- 
ones of Alexander and the unidentified commentaries evi- 
denced in Vat. lat. 691. 


Now that the sources of both B and T have been identi- 
fied, it is possible to give an answer to the two following 
questions, the solution of which is the main purpose of these 
pages: 1) Can either B or T be considered as the authentic 
fourth book of Rigaud, and 2) Did Rigaud ever compose such 
a fourth book? 


1) THE INAUTHENTICITY OF BOTH B AND T 


In the light of what has been already said with reference 
to the text of B its inauthenticity as the fourth book of Rigaud 
is abundantly evident. In this sole manuscript so far known 
the major part of the material is seen to come literally from 
other sources; its incorporation of material from Alexander, 
Melitona, and as also claimed, Troyes, with nothing of genuine 
originality, and over complete distinctions, of itseif pre- 
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cludes Rigaldian authorship. Perhaps books I, II, and III 
of the real Rigaud show a dependence also on Alexander, and 
perhaps, on Philip the Chancellor, but such a dependence is 
far from wholesale plagiarism from one distinction to the 
next. 


In confirmation of this plagiarism doctrinal incongruities 
too become apparent. The following texts occurring in two 
widely separated parts of B bear witness to this fact: 


In the following text B copies Melitona to state: 


B £. 191b (taken over from Melitona K f. 173a) 

Responsio: (Ad tertiam dicendum quod 8B) actiones sacramentorum in 
signando et in efficiendo sunt respectu -personarum non naturarum. 
Aliquid enir: agunt circa personam primo et per se, non primo et per 
se circa naturam. Verbi gratia, ablutio baptismi figurat ablutionem bapti- 
zati, non corporis tantum vel animae tantum, sed ipsius personae; simili- 


ter efficit ablutionem spiritualem circa ipsam personam. Similiter est 
de aliis. 


In the treatment of the sacrament of matrimony B poses the 


popular question: Since there is a sacrament against incontin- 
ence, why also is there not one against gluttony? I[n his 
answer he states: 


B f, 222b. 

Gratia vero sacramentalis, non in quantum gratia sed in quantum sacra- 
mentalis, respicit non personam, nec personam non etiam in natura, 
sed naturam, sive naturam in persona. Unde semper respicit corruptionem 
naturae in persona ista. Quia igitur vis nutritiva est proprie personae, 
nec respicit naturam in persona, sed personam prout est in natura, quia 
secundum istam non est homo principium alterius, quia proprium est 
naturae, ut natura est, esse principium alterius in natura; vis autem 
generativa respicit naturam ut naturam, et naturam in persona, quia per 
illam est homo principium alterius; ideo patet quod gratia in virtutibus 
bene potest respondere actui nutritivae, non autem gratia sacramentalis 
et ideo illi assignatur virtus, non autem sacramentum. 


Prescinding from the functions of sacramental grace in the 
different sacraments, the texts as they stand, and as found in 
widely different places in B, are incompatible. 


Without any further accumulation of evidence the inauthen- 
ticity of Bruxelles is assured, and as before intimated, there 
is no evidence whatever found in the manuscript itself that it 
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should ever have been considered genuine. 
What may be said of Troyes 1862 (=824)? 


In the estimation of the critics Troyes 824 and 1862 are 
alike.” Since 824 is presently inaccessible, such a judg- 
ment must be accepted;-.the notes on which this judgment 
rests seem reliable, and need not be questioned here. 


The argument against the authenticity of these codices 
of the fourth book found in the City Library of Troyes is 
twofold, viz. a) the rudimentary style employed by the author 
of these mss. as compared with that of Rigaud in his recog- 
nized writings, and b) the lack of any certain evidence, in- 
ternal or external to the manuscripts of Rigaud, that he ever 
composed a fourth book. The second point of this argument 
is developed later on, so for the present only that from the 
point of view of style need be treated. 


Rigaud both in his Commentary, books I, Il and III (dist. 1- 
39) presents us with a composition finished, integral and 
characteristic. His formulas are standardized, and his thoughts 
well-developed and doctrinally mature. [lis Commentary further- 
more, for books one and two, at least, is very lengthy, and 
far-removed from the literal-commentary style exhibited by 
Alexander. All this is quite different in Troyes. Here we 
find a style repeatedly reminiscent of Alexander. The letter 
of the master of the Sentences is very closely adhered to in 
many distinctions. In fact as the opinions of Alexander appear 
again and again sometimes followed by an opinion which 


begs to differ,.one gets the impression of reading an early 
disciple of Alexander who wished to differ with his teacher 
as little as possible in either doctrine or style. 


Again, Troyes exhibits notable lacunae difficult to ex- 
plain should Rigaud be postulated as its author. In this 
connection room for comparison with likely contemporaries is 
unfortunately absent, seeing that the writings of Guerric of 





37. Cf. Les manuscrits, p. 337. 
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Saint Quentin and possibly, John of Rupella, on the Sentences 
as yet remain unfound. The doctrine of Troyes with reference 
to the causality of the sacraments, for example, shows no 
foreshadowing of the great exploitation it underwent in 
William of Melitona. When Troyes writes on this, he is still 
guided by the simile of Hugh of St. Cher: 


Sed etiam significandi etc. Nota: Deus significat ut causa efficiens 
prima; gratia ut causa efficiens proxima, gratia dico causata; sacramenta 
ut causa gratiae continentia, sicut herba sanat, ut in qua est virtus 
contenta. (Troyes 1862, f. 137a) 

At least the type of causality defended here is that pro- 
posed by Hugh of St. Cher: 


Ad tertium dicimus, quod vis illa, qua sacramenta novae legis iusti- 
ficant, creata est sicut vis, quae est in herbis, et lapidibus et verbis. ® 

Surely if this were the fourth book of Rigaud some glimpse 
of the theory of William of Melitona might reasonably be 
sought. The same may be said for other questions, viz. the 
augmentation of grace, the connection of the grace of baptism 
and confirmation and the like. 


These items lead one to the conviction that Troyes 1862 
(-824) does not represent the writings of Odo Rigaud, but 
that it belongs to a bachelor or master of a preceding era; 


its rescue from oblivion its owes to some scribe who ap- 
pended it to the completed first and second book, and in- 
completed third, in order to give that commentary an air of 
completeness. 


What then cre the approximate dates of composition of 
each of these two attempts to complete the commentary of 
Rigaud? A terminus a quo is given us explicitly by the author 





38. For quotation from Hugh of St. Cher cf. H.D. Simonin, O.P. et G. Meers- 
seman, 0.P., De Sacramentorum Efficientia apud Theologos Ord. Praed., Pont. 
Institutum Internationale Angelicum, Romae, 1936, p. 9, 11. 13-15. As to the 
text preceding, that from Troyes 1862, though very evidently imperfect in the 
codex, it suffices to establish the relationship claimed. 
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of Troyes, scil. f. 199a and elsewhere, when he quotes the 
Decretals of Raymond of Pennafort (1235) under the name of 
Gregory IX. !n line with the chronology of the questions of 
Alexander of Hales this date may be advanced at least a 
couple of years. As already mentioned, the questions “Post- 
quam fuit frater” De Sacrificiis in genere and De sacrificiis 
legalibus are incorporated in the text. Seeing that Alexander 
entered the Order in late 1235, or more presumably, in 1236, 
the diffusion of any questions so-entitled could scarcely 
permit their being used prior to 1238. *° 


The finding of a terminus ad quem presents considerably 


more difficulty; to state anything with absolute security would 
require a knowledge of all the fonts of Troyes—something 
necessary to a critical edition but non requisite to the present 
study. Looking at this manuscript, though, from another point 
of view, something of an approximation may be made. In the 
first place, that Troyes should be written after the Quarta 
Pars of the Summa Fratris Alexandri is inconceivable; again, 
there is nothing that reminds one of St. Bonaventure in Book IV 
of his Commentary; the forceful and at the same time rest- 
less thought of William of Melitona is absent; finally it is 
difficult to realize that its author could have gone back 
again to the literal commentary style of Alexander if he had 
already known the finished style of Odo Rigaud. This brings 
us to 1245. And so with reasonable security the dates 1238- 
1245 may be given for Troyes 1862(824). 


As to the author, these very dates at the present stage of 
research preclude any possible suggestion. Though the twin 
codex to 1862, namely 824, is annoted as coming from the 
Cistercians, its fondness and reverence for the opinions of 


39. Cf. F. Henquinet, Les questions inédites d’Alexandre de Halés sur les 
fins derniéres, in RTAM, 10 (1938) 56-78, 153-172, 268-274; and the same author, 
De centum et septem quaestionibus halesianis cod. Tudertini 121, in Antonianum, 
13 (1938) 335-366, 489-514. 

For the analysis of all these questions as found in the grouping antequam 
esset frater and postquam fuit frater cf. Prolegomena, pp. 153ff. With reference 
to the time element cf. ibid. p. 152. 
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Alexander not alone in his Commentary, but also in his 
questions “Antequam et postquam fuit frater”, with no little 
likelihood betray a Franciscan origin. 


Bruxelles 1542 gives us a terminus a quo by the very fact 
that it copies the Quaestiones de sacramentis of William of 
Melitona. These may not be earlier than 1245, On the other 
hand, though the compiler of this long commentary draws 
immense borrowings from William of Melitona, Alexander of 
Hales, and—as stated—Troyes, he seems unaware of the 
Commentary of St. Bonaventure. As generally admitted, this 
latter presently may not be justifiably ante-dated beyond 
1253-54. Consequently, Bruxelles 1542 falls within the liberal 
span of 1245-55. 


Admittedly there is the difficulty that this manuscript in 
the opinion of the makers of the catalog, at least, may come 
from the 14th century. Should F. Pelster*® be correct, how- 
ever, it would rather be dated as a middle 13th century hand. 
The fact that the author, though careless enough about other 
formulas, yet groups his material into questions running 
according to numerical order, e.g. Et de hoc quaeruntur sex, 
[°, 2°, 3°, etc., insinuates a deliberate attempt to conform 
to Rigaud in the other books, and thus to give the impression 
of a continuation. To try give such amt impression more than 
half a century, or even a century after Rigaud’s departure from 
a life of studies, would seem not a little naive. The fact 
that his sources are those immediately preceding St. Bona- 
venture confirms the opinion of F. Pelster. 


Who may have the author of Bruxelles 1542? A very likely 
name soon disappears on the strength of his own evidence. 
The wily author of Bruxelles in treating of the sign in the 
sacrament of matrimony anterior to the Fall of Man espouses 
the opinion of Rigaud in connection with the predestination of 





40. Cf. F. Pelster, op. cit. re this codex. 
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Christ: 
Bruxelles 1542, f. ‘222c: 


Quod ergo primo obicitur quod si homo stetisset ille unio naturarum 
in Christo non fuisset, verum est secundum illam opinionem quam credi- 
mus esse verum; tamen praevisum erat quod homo caderet, et ideo ad 
hance unionem quae futura erat fuit matrimonium institutum a Deo. 

It is interesting enough that the very opinion of Rigaud is 


here expressed in his own formula quod obicitur quod. 


llere is what we read in Odo de Rosny, a possibly strong 
contender to the authorship of Bruxelles: 
Troyes 1245, £. 146 

Item, sacramentum matrimonii quod fuit institutum in paradiso, aate 
lapsum, non esset penitus signum proportionale nisi Deus uniret (sibi) 
Ecclesiam in conformitate gratiae et naturae, quod (non) fieret nisi 
Deus esset homo. Propter hoc igitur et consimilia, conveniens fuit Deum 
incarnari lapsu etiam circumscripto. * 

The entire text of this ardent defense of the predestination 
of Christ by Odo de Rosny may be read in the. edition of 
F. Henquinet. The text cited is sufficient to exclude his 
authorship of Bruxelles. What may be said of Adam of Pute- 
orunville in this connection, may be added at some other 
time should it prove noteworthy. 


2) RIGAUD’S COMMENTARY UNFINISHED 


This last point of greatest import of all may now be con- 
sidered: Did Odo Rigaud ever complete his Commentary or 
ever supply a fourth book on the Sentences? 


The arguments in favor of such a completion are two. 


The first is afforded us by Troyes 824. This manuscript 
bears the inscription Summa magistri Rigaldi super Illl Sent- 
entiarum, and Summa fratris Rigaldi de Ordine Minorum. It 
comes from the middle 13th century and purports to give us 
four books of Rigaud. Its genuineness for the last book, 


41. Cf. F. Henquinet, Eudes de Rosny, Eudes Rigaud et la Somme d’Alex- 
andre de Halés in Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, 33 (1940) 3 -54; for the 
text quoted cf. p. 26. 
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though, is very doubtful in the light of what has been already 
said from a critical and stylistic standpoint. As far as 
Troyes 1862 is concerned, there is no inscription or explicit 
attribution to Rigaud found in the codex. It finds itself associ- 
ated with an anonymous third book which is genuine and 
lacking a fortieth distinction; in addition, the same codex 
contains an abbreviation of that same third book plus a 
forged fortieth distinction. On these grounds there is no 
reason why this fourth book should be considered Rigaldian; 
in fact, the opposite would seem more probable. Is it not 
striking in fact that all the mss. of the Commentary of Rigaud 
found in this library are mutilated by omission or alteration? 


The second argument in favor of Rigaud’s having finished 
his Commentary rests on his own words: 


Ad aliud quod obicitur de circumcisione, dicendum quod non fuit 
circumcisio propter se, sed propter exemplum...Similiter respondendum 
est de baptismate, et alia de causa, sed hoc alibi (et alia...alibi om. 


Bruxelles 1542). 4 


As we see from the text the reading of Bruxelles and 
Bruges disagrees; while Bruges attests Rigaud’s intention 
to write about baptism later on, or elsewhere (alibi), the 
manuscript of Bruxelles omits such a promise. At any rate, 
the mere expression of an intention by no means guarantees 
its fulfillment. 


Finally, although Assisi 182 makes mention of a Fourth 
Book of Rigaud (Cf. Prolegomenon, pp. 154, 155), the only 
possible sizeable extracts, viz. ff. 76a-95d, show a plurality 
of authorship. It offers no proof of a completed Fourth Book. 


Against the fulfillment of such an intention are the following 
arguments. First, thereis no mention-whatever of a fourth book 
by the earliest known testimonies; rather, ‘they supp!y evi- 
dence to the contrary. As shown in the article of F. Henquinet 
the convent of St. Francis of Bologna, :rich in 13th century 
manuscripts, possessed no copy of the fourth book of Rigaud, 





42. Cf. Bruges 208, f. 361. 
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though it did possess three of the first, two of the second, and 
three of the third. Again, in the environs of 1255, the Domini- 
can convent of St. Catherine at Barcelona possessed “opus 
Thomae super sententias in IIII voluminibus, opus S (more 
presumably B or Bonaventure) super sententias in I{II volumi- 
nibus, opus Rigaldi super III libros sententiarum in I vol- 
umine.” (Cf, F.M. Henquinet, Les manuscrits, p. 330). While 
the writer does not mention which three books of Rigaud he 
possessed, the fact remains that his set of Rigaud was in- 
complete while that of the more recently edited Commentary 
of St. Thomas as well as that of S (?) were complete. 


F. Henquinet*® in both his articles alludes to the often- 
times quoted memorandum of St. James of the Marches bearing 
an itemized list of works onetime existing in the latter's 
library. In the first edition of this catalog by A. Crivellucci™ 
the particular item alluded to read “et Rigaldi super 3™ et 
4°™" In the new edition put out by G, Caselli* the item 
reads in toto: 


Lectura Ioannis de Rupella super 3°* libros Sententiarum. Et Rigaldi 
super 3"™ et Iohannis da Parma super 4"™ et 5°™ Sententiarum in uno 
volumine. 


When G. Caselli speaks about the number of separate 
volumes once existing in this library, -he goes on to say that 
when different authors were bound together in one volume, 
the original maker of the catalog indicated this, e.g. “in uno 
volumine.” As an example G. Caselli quotes the above item 
and has it read “et Rigaldi super 3™ et 4.” [t seems pretty 
evident though that he is quoting heedlessly for the sake of 
an example. On the testimony of this catalog, then, there is 





43, Les manuscrits p. 334; Le Commentaire, p. 482. 


44, A. Crivellucci, / Codici della Libreria raccolta da $. Giacomo della Marca 
nel convento di S. Maria delle Grazie presso Monteprandone, Livorno, 1889, 
p. 104. 


45. Don Giuseppe Caselli, Alcuni codici della Libreria di S. Giacomo della 
Marca existenti nella Bibl. Vaticana (fondo Rossiano), con appendice delle tre 
Tabulae Librorum e indice dei codici rimasti nel Municipio di Monteprandone, 
Montalto Marche, 1934; cf. 43 and 25. 
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likewise no evidence to a fourth book of Rigaud. 1s not this 
entire item a little untrustworthy—as F, Henquinet himself 
suggests? Until the existence of something more than book 
three of Rigaud has been vindicated, its accuracy as to any 
other author may be taken cum grano salis. 


A second argument against the existence of a fourth book 
is afforded by the manuscripts of the Commentary themselves. 
For the first book we possess indubitable evidence for 
12mss., 14 for the second, 20 for the third, and each with 
its derivatives. When we come to the fourth book two differ- 
ing claimants meet us, one of which is absolutely, and the 
other almost certainly, inauthentic. The latter exists in two 
manuscripts, viz. Troyes 1826, and Troyes 824. On such a 
manuscript tradition there is little evidence for a fourth book 
of Rigaud. Likewise the existence of the only possible 
claimant to the fourth book, viz. Troyes 1862 and 824, in but 
two manuscripts, certainly by comparison with the wide dif- 
fusion of the other books, renders its authenticity still more 
dubious.’ This is all the more so, since, as we have seen, 
another contender for these honors existed in Bruxelles Bibl. 
Royale 1542. The present argument should not be contrued 
into implying that the existence of an author in but one or 
two manuscripts ipso facto renders the authenticity doubtful. 
The existence of the Praelocutio of St. Bonaventure to his 
second book in but one ms. may be quoted to the contrary; 


though, in point of fact, this example is not so convincing 
since the more or less personal, or at least subjective, tenor 
of this Praelocutio certainly favored its removal from -a Com- 
mentary on the Sentences. What is implied here is this: while 
the mss. of books I, II, and III of Rigaud favor their authen- 
ticity, the mss. of book IV favors its inauthenticity. 


A third argument against the completion of the Commentary 
of Rigaud at all, and consequently of the commentary on 
the fourth book never having been undertaken, comes from 
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the incomplete state of the third book. Since this has been 
investigated by F. Ilenquinet who placed his conclusion in 
the words: “The fortieth distinction is lacking in all the 
commentaries of Rigaud for the very good reason that he 
never wrote one,” we need not press this point further. “ 
Again, if it be argued that Bonaventure completed his fourth 
book before he undertook the third, it may be answered that, 
according to the latest research, Rigaud commented on the 
three first books in sequence, and beginning with the first. *” 


As a corollary to the above the silence of the draft of the 
Commentary of St. Bonaventure, Assisi 186, may be adduced 
as evidence against any alleged fourth book of Rigaud. ‘In 
this draft which oftentimes makes mention of the sources 
used, the names of William of Melitona, Guiard de Laon, 
Guerric of Saint Quentin, and Alexander of Hales occur. 
ut, although Rigaud is quoted once for the other books, and 
his presence is abundantly felt throughout them, he does not 


enter the folios which deal with sacramental theology. May 
such silence be paradoxically interpreted as betraying the 
main source? And the answer is no, since no indication so 
far demonstrated or pointed to by the text would indicate 
Troyes 1862(824) as sharing these honors with Melitona. 


At the present stage of research, then, although there are 
many arguments against the existence of a fourth book, there 
is no strong argument in favor of one. In fact everything tends 
to the conclusion that Rigaud never wrote one. Such a con- 
clusion would be in complete accord with modern research 
which would present Rigaud as beginning his reading as a 
bachelor in 1243, to present a very thorough and elaborate 
commentary on all of the first two and the first 39 distinctions 
of the third book of the Sentences, only immediately to ascend 





46. Cf. F.M. Henquinet, Les manuscrits, no. 12 and passim. 


47. Cf. V. Doucet, Prolegomena, p. 228, and La date des condemnations 
parisiennes dites de 1241. Faut-il corriger le Cartulaire de l’Université. Mélanges 
Auguste Pelzer, Louvain, 1947, pp. 183-193. 
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to the chair vacated by Alexander of Hales in 1245. During 
the intervening years (1245 to the first months of 1248 when 
he ascended to the See of Rouen) before he vacated his 
chair, he showed an exceptional activity as a lector, preacher, 
and composer of many elaborate well worked-out quaestiones. 
To this busy career coupled with his sudden elevation to the 
episcopacy may be attributed the incomplete state of his Com- 
mentary. 

To sum up, then, of the two contending versions of the 
alleged fourth book of Rigaud, one, Bruxelles 1542, is defi- 
nitely inauthentic, being composed of immense borrowings 
from the questions of William of Melitona and the Commentary 
and questions of Alexander of Hales, as well as almost 
certainly from an earlier commentary, anonymous Troyes 1862 
(=824). This latter manuscript, which in the instances numbered 
substitutes for a fourth book of Odo Rigaud, with little likeli- 
hood seems authentic. Finally, all available evidence points 
to any fourth book never having been supplied by Rigaud. 


On the positive side, another testimony to the authenticity 
of the Quaestiones de sacramentis of William of Melitona has 
been uncovered, and with that a mutilated text of these same 
questions. Since this text has been mutilated mainly by 
omissions, though, its secondary value in the making of 
any critical edition of Melitona scarcely seems negligible. 
If the chronology of B has been established with somewhat of 
accuracy, the relation of B to the very problem of the 
questions of Melitona is essential. Onthe one hand, B changes 
his dependence on the expiration of the Questiones de Sacra- 
mentis as these are presently known; this may indicate, then, 
that even in the time of the composition of B these Quaesti- 
ones were incomplete; on the other hand, the most likely 
place to look for the answer to this problem is among the 
unidentified parts of B. The knowledge of the technique and 
formulas of William of Melitona and the mistakes likely to be 
found in the conversion of his questions gives considerable 
assistance in examining these unidentified parts. 
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The immense influence exercised by the Commentary of 


Alexander of Hales also showed itself at every step. This 
too may be of no little aid in consideration of the oftentimes 
defective text of the fourth book of that Commentary. 


KILIAN F. LYNCH, O.F.M. 
Pontificium Athenaeum Antonianum, 


Rome, Italy. 





THE LOVE OF GOD THE PRIMARY REASON FOR THE 
INCARNATION ACCORDING TO ISAAC OF NINEVEH 


aeg SAAC OF Nineveh was bishop of Nineveh about the 
4 middle of the seventh century. He resigned his office 

after five months to become an anchorite since he was 
not interested in administering temporal affairs. Later he 
lived in the convent of Rabban Schabour where he lost his 
sight because of excessive study of the Scriptures and absti- 
nence. He died about 680. 


Isaac wrote in Syriac. He is known chiefly for an ascetico- 
mystical work titled, De vita spirituali et de mysteriis divinis 
et iudiciis et tentatione.' The work was very popular and 
widely read, as is evidenced by the many translations in 
Greek, Arabic, Ethiopian, Latin, Italian, German, English. 
It hardly betrays the fact that he was infected with the heresy 
of Nestorius. And so for practically one thousand years he 


was able to nourish souls to inner piety.” 


Paulus Bedjan, P.C.M., had contemplated a three volume 
edition of all Isaac’s works. But after completing the first 
volume he was disuaded from continuing by the fact that he 
had only one manuscript as a guide for the rest of the work. 
He did, however, add a few appendices to the first volume 
which had been intended for the other volumes. Among these 
there is one of special interest to us. It deals with the reason 
for the Incarnation. In it he explicitly rejects the view that 
redemption from sin was the reason for the Incarnation; he 
insists that the manifestation of God’s love was the reason 
both for the Incarnation and for the redemption. The text was 
published for the first time in the Western world by I. Hau- 





1, This work was edited by Paulus Bedjan, P.C.M., in Mar Isaacus Ninivita, 
De perfectione religiosa (Paris and Leipzig, 1909). The Latin translation is 
found in P.G., 86, 799-888, and in P.L., 44, 919-994, It was translated into 
English by A.J. Wensink, Mystic Treatises by Isaac of Nineve (Amsterdam, 1923). 


2. Cf. I. Hausherr, S.J., “Un precurseur de la theorie scotiste sur la fin de 


I’*Incarnation: Isaac de Ninive (VII© siecle),” Recherches de science religieuse, 
22 (1932) 316f. 
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sherr, S.J., in 1932.* Father Hausherr made a literal Latin 
translation from the Syriac original. So that we might be able 
better to follow the sequence of thought, we shall give the 
English translation of the whole passage; this we shall follow 
with an outline and commentary. 


(A) If envy were useful for the direction of men, why did the Word God 
put on a body so that He might convert the world to His Father by means 
of meekness and humble virtue, and [why] was He extended on the cross 
for sinners, and why did he hand over this body to suffering in behalf of 
the world? (B) I say in truth, God did this for no other reason than to 
manifest to the world the love that He had, so that by the love of us, 
which would appear greater because of this sentient perception, the world 
would be captivated toward loving Him, and thus the great power of the 
King who lives (est) by love, would find an occasion [to operate | 
through the death of His Son. (C) By no means did the death of the 
Lord take place that He might redeem us from sins, nor on account of 
anything else, but only that the world might experience the love that 
God had toward creation. (D) If all the wonderful operation had been only 
on account of the remission of sins, it would have sufficed for Him to 
redeem us in some other manner. Who would have opposed Him if He had 
done what He did [redeem us! by a simple death? He did not die a 
simple death, but experienced it in the hard suffering of the cross, that 
you might understand what kind of a mystery this is [namely, of love]. 
Besides, what necessity was there for the contumely and the spittle? 
Death would have been sufficient; and this death alone, without the 


other things that were done, would have been sufficient for our redemption. 


(E) O wisdom of God fell of life! Now you understand and fully sense 
the reason for the Coming of Our Lord, and for all these things [e.g., 


death] that were consequent upon it, inasmuch as it is contained in the 
splendid utterance of His holy mouth. “For God so loved the world,” He 


said, “as to give His Only-begotten Son,” namely, for the Economy of 


His recapitulation. 


(F) Does it, therefore, not put us to shame to harbor such a thought 





3. Ibid., pp. 318-319. 
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about the mystery of the Economy of Our Lord so as to belittle the death 
of Christ and His Coming into the world by ascribing our redemption from 
sin as the reason for it? (G) Was the power of sin so much stronger than 
the power of God that when He wished its destruction, he was not able 
to destroy it except through the death of Christ? (H) If this were the 
mystery of the Economy of Our Lord, namely, that He redeemed us from 
the servitude of sin, then, if we had not been sinners, the Coming of 
Christ would have had no reason; nor would Christ have died, since the 
Word God could not have put on our body, which he put on because of the 
sins of the world— [that is] if we consider only the outer surface of 
Scripture. To continue, if death had not held dominion over us because of 
the tyranny of sin, as is clear, this mystery of the manifestation [of 
God’s love] in flesh would have ceased, and men and angels would have 
been deprived of all this light and knowledge. 


(I) So it would be proper for us to return thanks to sin, since indeed 
we received all these blessings on its account. And should we think that 
sin is the cause of all these wonderful [blessings | so that even the 
holy angels received these very great present blessings by reason of sin, 
which made them worthy of the Coming of Christ? Indeed, unless sin had 
been committed, we would have to say that neither they [angels] nor 
we would have any hope of a future world, in which [hope ] we would 


find our joy, as we now find our joy. 


(J) So why should sin be blamed, which brought all these blessings, 
if indeed the death of the Lord and the Passion and the entire mystery 
of His Coming and sojourn on earth took place in order to redeem us from 
sin, and to save us from hell, since the Judge [imself is the same one 
who suffered and paid the debts? (K) Nor are there other mysteries 
hidden in it [sin], for in comparison to these [ mysteries | sin is nothing, 
which needed all that care in order to subject the Son of God to all 
these afflictions! So, as I said, let us acknowledge that we received all 
these wonderful [ blessings | from sin, since, unless we had been en- 
slaved to the servitude of sin, we would have lacked all these 
(blessings |! And sin gave us the very thing that we would have been 
unworthy of if we had continued in justice! 


(L) That is not true. Far be it from us to be like infants in contem- 


plating the Economy of the Lord and the mystery that is so efficacious 
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to [inspire] trust, inasmuch as we adhere to the surface of the Scriptures. 
Even though it is not given to every man to open this door, and to remove 
the limits put to nature, still in the silence of the tongue, which is a 
secret and mystic place, it is possible for the sons of the mystery to 
examine with fear and to admire the Economy of God and the secret riches 
hidden within the manifest sayings of Scripture. They know the Economy 
of Christ, which is full of admiration, not only in the manifest and known 
[sayings|,—that is, those who have acquired knowledge through grace 
and have received the gift of understanding and have entered into the 
inner parts of the mysteries [of Christ |, which have been expressed 


corporally on the outer surface. 


(M) To the Trinity, the admirable mystery, of which the secret of the 


difference of subsistent Persons shone on us by the mystery of love, 


which [ mystery |. was revealed in our flesh for the solace of all: glory 
and adoration and thanksgiving in the beginning of our race, now and 


always, and unto endless ages. Amen. 


We have marked off the various sections with letters to 
make reference easier. To give a summary, Anastasius de- 
velops his thought as follows: (A) He begins by asking why 
the Word became incarnate and why this Incarnate Word died 
on the cross in behalf of the world. (B) He answers that it 
was to manifest His love toward the world in order that men 
might love Him in return. (C) Then he emphatically asserts 
that Christ did not die to redeem men from sin, but to show 
His love. (D) This he proves by saying that if redemption 
had been the only purpose, a simple death, -not the terrible 
death on the cross with all its attendant afflictions, would 
have sufficed. (E). Then he repeats that love was the reason 
for Christ’s Coming, and he adduces John 3:16 as a Scriptural 
proof. (F) Once more he states that sin is not the reason for 
the Incarnation; (G) then by way of argumentation he states 
that God is more powerful than sin, (H) and if Christ came 
only to redeem us, there would have been no Incarnation with 
all its blessings for angels and men if there had been no 
sin—an absurdity—(I) and that we would have to give thanks 
to sin for all the blessings of grace and glory to men and 
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angels. (L) Next he states that that is not true. That is an 
infantile view of the Incarnation, based on a superficial 
reading of the Scriptures, which yield the true mystery of 
love when probed to their depths by a kind of mystic knowl- 
edge. (M) He concludes with a beautiful doxology to the 
Triune God for revealing Himself through the mystery of love 
in the Incarnation. 


This outline shows that our writer proceeds rather logi- 
cally. In general his ideas are clear. First, he certainly very 
clearly insists that redemption from sin is not the first and 
only reason for the Incarnation and death of Christ, but that 
it is the manifestation of God’s love in order to receive a 
return of love. How much he had this idea at heart is evident 
from the number of times he repeats it: “God did not do this 
for any other reason than to manifest to the world the love that 
He had, so that by the love of us, which would appear greater 
because of this sentient perception [of Christ as Man], the 
world would be captivated toward loving Him, and thus the 
great power of the King who lives by love, would find an 
occasion [to operate] through the death of His Son” (B); 
“but only that the world might experience the love that God 
has toward creation” (C); John 3:16 (E); “this mystery of 
the manifestation lof God’s love] in flesh would have ceased, 
and men and angels would have been deprived of all this 
light and knowledge” (H); the blessings of grace and glory 
to men and angels are due to God’s love, not to sin (I); “To 
the Trinity, the admirable mystery, of which the secret of the 
difference of subsistent Persons shone on us by the mystery 


of love, which [mystery ] was revealed in our flesh for the 
solace of all” (M). 


One thing, then, is certain, love was the reason for the 
Incarnation and death of Christ. It is well to note that he 
insists that not only the Coming of Christ but His death as 
well was motivated primarily by the manifestation of God’s 
love, not by the redemption of man from sin. God’s and Christ’s 
love hold the primacy here, too, rather than man’s benefits. 
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This point St. Lawrence of Brindisi insisted on so wisely 
some thousand years later. * 


But there is a difficulty here. Our author states so abso- 
lutely that sin, the redemption from sin, in no way influenced 
God’s becoming man and dying for us: “By no means did the 
death of Our Lord take place that He might redeem us from 
sins, nor on account of anything else” (C); “Does it, -there- 
fore, not put us to shame to harbor such a thought about the 
mystery of the Economy of Our Lord so as to belittle the 
death of Christ and His Coming into the world by ascribing 
our redemption from sin as the reason for it?” (F) “If indeed 
the death of the Lord...took place in order to redeem us from 
sin” (J). Now, -at first reading these statements might make 
one think that he is excluding the redemption as a purpose 
for Christ’s Coming and dying as well. But that would be 
sheer folly, since Christ actually died to save us from sin, 
a fact which he could not erase. In fact, if we were not re- 
deemed, how could we return Christ’s love (B)? So he can 
only mean that the redemption was not the primary reason; 
and the primary reason is, after all, the reason. He as much 
as admits that when he says that “if all this wonderful 
operation had been only on account of the remission of sins.” 
(D) “Only” here has the force of “primary.” Many a theologian 
has voiced the Thomist opinion with “only” instead of 
“primary.” Again, when he says that a simple death would 
have sufficed to redeem man (D), he implies that the terrible 
death also redeemed man, besides, primarily showing how 
much God loved us What is more, just to have Christ die 
for us, even the most terrible death, without redeeming us, 





4. Cf. St. Lawrence, Mariale (Opera Omnia: Patavii, 1928), I, 81. The love 
of Christ dominates Isaac’s spiritual theology as expressed in his popular 
Liber de contemptu mundi: The man of prayer should kneel and look into the 
face of Christ on the cross (ch. 10: P.G., 86, 820A). The contemplative person 
will understand the reason for Christ’s Coming (/bid., D). Christ died out of love 
for us (ch. 28: P.G., 86, 857D);(cf. ch. 29: 858f). Christ is the bread of charity 
which we must eat and by which we must live (ch. 48: P.C., 86, 875D). The 
fact that he stresses love so much in the fragment we are considering, is an 
argument in favor of its autuenticity. 
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would not have been a manifestation of God’s iove for us, 
and would not have evoked a return of love from us (B). So 
there can be no doubt that in the context Isaac means that 
sin and the redemption from sin was not the first reason for 
the Incarnation and death of Christ. In his mystic treatise, 
De contemptu mundi, he states explicitly that Christ tasted 
gall on the cross in behalf of [the Christian]. He also prays 
for grace from Christ, which supposedly Christ merited for 
him.°® 

So Isaac has the correct view of the Incarnation and re- 
demption: The Word became Man primarily to manifest God’s 
love externally and to give a return of love to God. Even His 
death was meant primarily to manifest God’s love, and only 
secondarily to give salvation to man. Still he might have 
stated his position more expressly. 


What proofs does he offer for his view? He has two negative 


proofs taken from the absurdity of the opposite view. First, 
if the Incarnation and the death of Christ had had as primary 
purpose the redemption from sin, then this absurdity would 
follow that if there had been no sin there would have been no 
reason for the great good that the Incarnation is for men and 
angels (H). Second, if the primary reason for the Incarnation 
were redemption from sin, we should have to thank sin for all 
our blessings, ‘including eternal glory (I-K): “And sin gave us 
the very thing that we would have been unworthy of if we had 
continued in justice!” (K). Throughout this argument there are 
ironical statements and questions. St. Cyril of Alexandria 
had developed this absurdity rather well in his day.® Isaac 
also ridicules the opposition by saying they are like infants 
viewing the Incarnation (L). 


Our author also appeals to the fact that Christ died such a 
terrible death, and not merely an ordinary death, as proof that 





5. Ch. 28: P.G., 86, 857D and 859A. 


6. Cf. “Christ Jesus the Secure Foundation according to St. Cyril of Alex- 
andria,” Franciscan Studies, VII (1947) 12-13. 
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God’s love is the primary reason for the Incarnation (D). In 
fact, God in His power could have destroyed sin without 


dying at all (G). 


Lastly, -he appeals to Scripture in support of his doctrine. 
He quotes John 3:16 explicitly to show that God was moti- 
vated by love in becoming man and in redeeming men (E). 
Later he says ironically that “if we had not been sinners, ‘the 
Coming of Christ would have had no reason....if we consider 
only the outer surface of Scripture” (H);-and “to adhere to 
the surface of the Scriptures” is to be like “infants in contem- 
plating the Economy of the Lord” (L). 


He explains that not everyone can probe the depths of this 
mystery. Those who have supernatural knowledge—those who 
“remove the limits put to nature” (L),:who are “the sons of 
the mystery” (L), that is,.who are Christians,: “who have 
acquired knowledge through grace and have received the 


gift: of understanding, -and have entered into the inner parts 
of the mystery lof Christ]” (L),—these can “examine with 
fear and admire Economy of God and the secret riches hidden 
within the manifest sayings of Scripture” (L). “They know 
the Economy of Christ...not only in the manifest and known 
sayings” (L) 


In our terminology does he mean that the reason of the 
Incarnation and death of Christ is to be found not in the 
literal sense, but in a higher, :spiritual sense of Scripture?’ 
Hardly, for he quotes a passage (John 3:16),-which is very 
explicitly in its literal sense in favor of Isaac’s doctrine. 
He must mean that all the texts, not only those that speak 
plainly about the redemption from sin and are well-known, but 
also others less known,:when correctly understood and cor- 
related will yield the true doctrine. Really, there is no text 
in Scripture which in a non-literal, spiritual sense would 
yield his doctrine.’ We must regret that he did not cite more 
passages explicitly. In (E) he seems to allude to Ephes. 1: 





7. Hausherr, op. cit., p. 320, seems to think so. 
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3-10, for the love of God in willing the Economy of His 
recapitulation (cf. Ephes. 1:9-10). He is then, using the same 
Scriptural proof that St. Cyril and St. Maximus and Anastatius 


stressed. He is certainly not referring to a kind of non-literal 
sense of Scripture. 


One more point needs consideration. Isaac is very plain 
in attributing the blessings of the angels (H), even the hope 
of their glory to Christ (I), to the Incarnation. In other words, 
before the angels were actually in glory they had to believe 
and hope that they would attain glory through Christ, their 
“light and knowledge” (H). The “angels would have been 
deprived of all this “light and knowledge” which they actually 
have through the Incarnation if there had been no sin and if 
sin were the primary reason for the Incarnation. In other 
words, their faith and their Vision come from Christ. 


To conclude: First, Isaac deserves credit for stressing the 
love of God in the mystery of the Incarnation and redemption, 


and in so far he can be considered a precursor of the Scotist 
theory.® But he only made more explicit something that was 
insisted on, at least implicitly, already by St. Irenaeus, 
St. Athanasius, St. Cyril of Alexandria, and St. Maximus, and 
Anastatius. Secondly, he deserves credit for explicitly making 
Christ the sole Mediator of the grace and glory of the angels. 
But here too, there is no innovation. He is merely drawing 
out more explicitly what his predecessors had taught im- 
plicitly. Thirdly, he deserves credit for explicitly stating 
that this view is contained in Scripture positively. But again, 
his predecessors had always backed their statements about 
Christ as the Final Scope and absolute Mediator and Exemplar 
on the Scriptures. Lastly, he deserves credit for being the 
first, as far as we know, who openly discussed both sides 
of this problem and professedly rejected the later so-called 
Thomist view. Others prior to him defended the Absolute 
Primacy of Christ, but they did not say that the opinion which 





8. J.M. Bissen, O.F.M., “La tradition sur la predestination absolute de Jesus 
Christ du VII© au IX® siecle, “La France Franciscaine” (1939) 12-14. 
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bases the Incarnation primarily on the redemption from sin is 
to be rejected. So with Isaacjof the middle of the seventh 
century, it seems, we have reached a new stage in the doctrine 
of the Absolute Primacy of Christ. Isaac is, moreover, a 
clear witness that in his day, long before the Scholastics, 


there was an opinion other than the so-called redemption 
theory, which he rejected outright. 


DOMINIC. J. UNGER, O.F.M., CAP. 


Capuchin College, 
Washington, D.C. 





CHRIST THE EXEMPLAR AND FINAL SCOPE OF ALL 
CREATION ACCORDING TO ANASTASIUS OF SINAI 


NASTASIUS WAS a priest and abbot of Mount Sinai. 

Often he left his sclitude to fight against the Monophy- 

sites, ‘the Jews, and the Severians. Since there were a 
number of writers called Anastasius, it was almost natural 
that confusion should arise in regard to works attributed to 
them. Authors are still doubtful about the authenticity of 
some works ascribed to this Anastasius. However, we have 
found pertinent matter only in the explanation of his Hexa- 
emeron, ‘which is certainly authentic. The one quotation from 
Questiones et Responsiones we shall discuss in its place. 
In general the doctrine of Anastasius is in every way Catho- 
lic. 

In view of the fact that he speaks rather plainly on the 
Absolute Primacy of Christ, his neglect by authors who treat 
of this doctrine is surprising. Risi in his rather thorough 
treatise of all the ancient Christian writers does not give 
him a special treatment. He merely mentions him once in 
connection with the exegesis of Col. 1:16.) Petit-Bornand 
quotes him a number of times for the various theses relative 
to the Absolute Primacy.” M. Jugie gives him a paragraph in 
his chapter on the motive of the Incarnation according to the 


Byzantine writers.* J.M. Bissen also gives him a brief treat- 
ment. * 


Perhaps this neglect is due to the fact that in his expla- 
nation of the Hexaemeron he indulges exclusively in a mysti- 





1. Francesco M, Risi, Ord. S. Joan. a Deo, Sul motivo primario dell’Incarna- 
zione del Verbo, 4 vol. (Roma: Desclée, 1898), IV, 46. 


2. J.B. du Petit-Bornand, O.F.M. Cap., Proludium de Primatu Domini Nostri 
Jesu Christi et Causa Motiva Incarnationis; translated by Ambrosius a Saldes, 
O.F.M. Cap. (Barcinone, apud Subirana Fratres, 1902), pp. 150, 153, 168f, 170, 
174, 213, 231, 265, 269, 296, 303, 310, 321. 


3. M. Jugie, A.A., Theologia dogmatica orientalium Christianorum (Paris, 
1926), II, 680. 


4. J.M. Bissen, O.F.M., “La tradition sur la predestination absolue de Jesu- 
Christ du VII® au IX® siecle,” La France Franciscaine, (1939) 15. 
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cal interpretation. He does not deny the literal historical 
sense. In fact, in the fourth book he explicitly admonishes 
the reader that he explained “the corporal creation” spirit- 
ually by way of allegory not as if he were destroying the 
history of the works of God contained in the letter, nor to 
overthrow the explanations of the Fathérs, but because Paul 
said that the Old Scripture and the Law is the shadow of the 
truth of the things of Christ and the Church.* Nevertheless, 
even though the Holy Spirit did not intend these references 
to Christ and the Church in the individual passages of Gen. 
1-2 (excepting 2:23), and since therefore Anastasius himself 
would not claim that he is giving us a strict Scriptural argu- 
ment for the Absolute Primacy, still he would hardly have 
thought up all those things. He found them in tradition. And 
as we Shall see, -he found them in Col. 1:16 and Ephes. 1:10; 
9:32. With that as a basis he accommodates the first chapters 
of Genesis to these doctrines. So, even though his Scriptural 
basis, as far as Genesis is concerned, is merely the ac- 
commodated sense, sometimes rather far-fetched, still the 
statements made are his expression of a traditional doctrine 
with a basis in St. Paul. We can, therefore, rest heavily on 
Anastasius as a true witness of tradition, agreeing with the 
great Doctors of the Eastern Church. 


Christ the Exemplar of all Creation 


The fundamental principle of Anastasius in explaining the 
first three chapters of Genesis is that they foreshadow what 
was realized through Christ and the Church. For example, the 
light of 1:3, the sun of 1:16; the tree of life of 2:9, are 


Christ.© However, from this we cannot conclude immediately 
that, according to Anastasius, Christ was the first pre- 
destined, and so, prior to the fall, because some of these 


things, according to him, foreshadow points in the redemption. 
Our argumentation, then, must rest on explicit statements 





5. In Hexaemeron, Praef. 4 (P.G., 89, 856B). 
6. In Hex., 1 (P.G., 98, 863 BC); 4 (890D); 8 (972D). 
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that Christ was predestined before all creatures. And such 
statements are frequent. 


All creation, both visible and invisible, was first constructed and 
prefigured according to her [ Church’s | image and of Christ, her Spouse. 
For this is the mystery which God first predestined before the ages 
and generations. Hence God is also said to have brought all things to a 
head and restored them in Christ (cf. Ephes. 1:10). What else does it 
mean to bring to a head and to restore than that the things that were 
prefigured and adumbrated in Himself by ideas, were actually fulfilled 
in Him by facts? [ He quotes Col. 1:16]...Now when the Apostle of 
God said “all things, both visible and invisible, were created in Christ,” 
he plainly shows and teaches that even the invisible creature was pre- 
figured and made in Christ and the Church.” 


So Anastasius clearly tells us that both Christ and the 
Church were the exemplars of all other creatures in heaven 
and on earth. He bases his argument, as a genuine Scripture 
proof, on Ephes. 1:10 and Col. 1:16. Christ brings all things 
to a head by the fact that they were planned and created 
according to His image. When the Word became incarnate the 
Image was made visible to all and the “summation” of creation 
was complete. This is certainly not a novel idea in the tra- 
dition of the Church. {t was taught by Saints Irenaeus, Athan- 
asius, and Cyril of Alexandria. Again, Col. 1:16, according 
to Anastasius, and many other Fathers, means that all cre- 
ation was created in Christ inasmuch as He was its Exemplar. 
This, too, is not a new idea in Greek Christology. To con- 
clude, in this citation Anastasius bases his doctrine not on 
an accommodated interpretation of Genesis, but on a correct 
interpretation of St. Paul; and only then does he see, by 
accommodation, this doctrine reflected in the story of creation. 


St. Paul’s passage in Ephes. 5:32: “This is a great mystery, 
[ mean in Christ and the Church,” with reference to Gen. 2: 
23, gave Anastasius the idea that all creation was modeled 





7. In Hex., Praef. (P.G., 89, 854BC). 
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on Christ and the Church, as he himself informs us. ® 


In particular, Anastasius claims that Adam was made 
according to the image of Christ. He expresses his opinion 
on this when speaking of Gen. 1:26: “Let us make man to 
our image...” “The carnal man cannot show us any man, 
besides Christ, who is made to the image of God; for no one 
of those born in the world...has held dominion....over all the 
things on earth.”° Evidently, he means made perfectly to 
God’s image, because he admits the historical meaning of 
the text as referring to Adam. A little later he says, “ ‘And 
God created man, he made him to God’s image,’ (Gen. 1:27) 
that is, Christ’s image and pattern.”!° So Christ is the Ex- 
emplar of man. Prior to these two texts he had written that 
in this passage of Genesis “man” means Christ, and it was 
spoken at the Incarnation. ' 


After Adam had committed his sin, when God was about to 
drive him from paradise, He said ironically: “Behold Adam 
has become one of us” (Gen. 3:22). By a queer type of ac- 
commodation, Anastasius applies even this to Christ, as if 
it meant that man has become like the God-Man who is one 
of the Trinity.’? Illicit though this accommodation is, it 
shows how deeply rooted in the mind of Anastasius was the 


idea that Christ is the Exemplar of man in creation. 


In a fragment ascribed to Anastasius, entitled “According 
to the Image,” he teaches the same doctrine that man in 
creation was patterned on the God-Man. 


ile [ man | images in himself as in some mirror and natural picture, 


not typical, the mystery of the Three-personed Godhead: But that is not 


all. He clearly prefigures also the Incarnation of one of the Trinity, of 


8. In Hex., 4(P.G., 89, 890D-891A); 9 (1002D); 10 (1007BC). 
9. In Hex., 6 (P.G., 89, 935B). 

10. /bid., D. 

11. In Hex., 6 (P.G., 89, 930B). 

12. In Hex., 12 (P.G., 89, 1058A). 
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the Word God. Perhaps, the soul in itself is according to the image of the 
Godhead in itself; whereas our composite of soul and body is according 
to the likeness of the Incarnation of the Word. ® 


Christ ls the Final Scope of Creation 


Anastasius is equally clear in making Christ, the God-Man, 
the Final Scope of all creation. When accommodating Gen. L: 
3, “light,” to Christ, he wrote: 


And so he sang, “And God said, Let there be light,” that is, Christ 


the true light, which “enlightens every man coming into the world” 
(John 1:9). “Let there be,” namely, let there come to birth, let there be 
formed and let a body be made, that He might show you that the In- 
carnation of the Word is more necessary than all things, and that on its 
account all things were made, and that without it all things are empty 
and useless—made useless by sin and returning to nothingness. I[n the 
very beginning of Scripture. it LIncarnation | is handed down to you, 
namely, when it says, “In the beginning God created heaven and earth,” 
in other words, He created in the beginning of time, or, it pleased Him 
that heaven be made as God. and that the earth be made for the sake of 
the Man Jesus. * 

This is, in a sense, a fantastic accommodation, but it 
clearly conveys the doctrine of Anastasius that Christ is 
the final cause of creation. The fact that through sin man was 
heading toward nothingness, does not mean that before that 
he did not need the Incarnate Word; sin only added to his 
helplessness. Even before that, by God’s will, he needed 
the Incarnation for which he was created. And this Incarnate 
Word was already in God’s mind when He created heaven 
and earth.'® Anastasius repeats the doctrine that Christ is 
the final cause of all things; he bases it on Col. 1:16. 


All things were created in Christ, both the things on earth and the 


13. (P.G., 89, 1143). 
14, In Hex., 1 (P.G., 89, 863BC). 
15. /bid., D. 
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things in heaven, both the visible and the invisible (Cf. Col. 1:16)™..... 
And thus is fulfilled the passage (Col. 1:16) which says that all things 
were created through Christ and in Christ...” For if Paul applies to 
the Church the fact that every creature was made- on account of Adam 
and Eve, when he says, “This is a great mystery, | mean in Christ and 
the Church,” then without doubt every creature that is made for the sake 


of man and his spouse is referred to Christ and the Church. ® 


And so all creation is made for the sake of Christ and His 
Church. Elsewhere he writes most plainly that Paul said, 
“All things were made on account of Christ and as tending 
toward Christ, both the things in the heavens and the things 
on the earth” (Col. -1:16).'? Could he have stated this doctrine 
plainer? 


In this connection Anastasius voices the objection to the 
adversaries of the Absolute Primacy, which already St. Cyril 
expressed so forcefully.*° He writes that those who take the 
story of the serpent in Gen. 3 entirely too literally, as the 
Ophites did, 


give greatest thanks to the serpent as to a benefactor when they claim 


that we received food through the serpent; through food, the recovery of 
sight; through this, marriage; through marriage, the world lof men]; on 


account of man’s sin God became man. From this came the kingdom of 


heaven and the eternal blessings, whose author and conciliator for us 
was the serpent! So, lest we too fall into their impiety, let us understand 
of Christ and the Church whatever was written historically or happened 
in paradise.-* 

We certainly do not have to discard the historical meaning 
in order to escape that error. He is no doubt speaking in hy- 





16. In Hex., 7 (P.G., 89, 952B). 

17. In Hex., 7 (P.G., 89, 957D). 

18. In Hex., Praef. (P.G., 89, 856B). 

19, In Hex., 4 (P.G., 89, 890D). 

20. Cf. Franciscan Studies, VII (1947) 12. 
21. In Hex., 10 (P.G., 89, 1021 BC). 
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perbole. Still he gives form to the objection that has often 
been leveled against the opposition. 


Foundation of All Blessings 


Following the doctrine of St. Cyril once more, Anastasius 


teaches that the Incarnation is fhe foundation and source of 
all blessings. 


This is the mode and the reason of the Incarnation of Christ: It is the 


source and beginning and root and foundation and security of all the 
blessings that were made by God in the creation of the six days in 
heaven and on earth, in keeping with the voice of Paul who tells us that 
“all things were created in the type and image of Christ” (Cf. Col. 1: 
16).~ So Christ is the Mediator of all blessings to all creatures from 


the beginning of creation, even for the angels; they are the creatures in 
heaven referred to. 


Anastasius follows many of the Fathers when he accommo- 
dates “In the beginning” (Gen. 1:1) to mean “In Christ” all 
things were created, ** namely, in Christ as the foundation and 
exemplar and final scope. 


Christ the Primate of the Angels 


Above we noted that Anastasius claims the invisible 
creatures, by which he certainly means the angels, were 
created according to the image of Christ and for His sake. 
He also teaches explicitly that the angels praised God at the 
creation of the sun, because it reminded them of Christ who 
would be born. Quoting Job 38:7 rather freely thus, “When the 
stars were made, all my angels praised me with a loud voice 
and celebrated me with hymns,” he asks: 


What was the reason? Was it that the stars were made? Certainly not 


for that reason. But when they saw the sun rising from the: earth, they 





22. In Hex., 4 (P.G., 89, 893AB). 
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learned by way ot mystery what would happen in the last times, namely, 
the Incarnation of Christ and [His] assuming [ human nature | from the 
earth. And so when they saw Him rise from the holy Virgin as from an 


abyss, immediately they cried out saying, “Glory be to God in the 
highest” (Luke 2:14). 


From this we conclude that the angels had been given a 
revelation of Christ and Mary before the fall of Adam, even 
before the fall of the angels themselves, at the creation of 
the sun and stars. This fact of the angels’ having had a 
revelation of the Incarnation in the time of their trial implies 
that they sinned by not accepting Christ. But does not Ana- 
stasius himself deny that in the following question and 
answer? 


There are those who say that the Devil apostatized by not wanting to 
adore man. But these fables come from the workshops of the Greeks and 
Arabs; for from the Prophets, especially from the great Ezechiel, we 
learn that before Adam was made, Satan was cast down because of 
pride. For when God created this visible world, the Devil hoped he would 
be made its king. So when he noticed that Adam was created by God and 
set over the works of His hands and that all things were put under his 


feet, he [ Devil] armed himself against him and laid him prostrate. > 


First we must note that some of the Questiones et responsi- 
ones are spurious. It is not possible to tell whether this one 
is genuine. Supposing it is, we can explain that he wishes to 
say that the Devil had apostatized through pride before Adam 
was even created, so he could not have apostatized by not 
wanting to adore Adam. This he proves, too, from the fact 
that he was operative as Devil already when Adam was cre- 
ated and hoyed as Devil to get dominion over all creation. He 
does not deny that the Devil refused to adore the God-Man who 
had been revealed to him. It is strange that he did not hit 
upon this idea since he referred so many things that were 





24. In Hex., 4 (P.C., 89, 899C). 
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said of man to Christ. Perhaps that is an argument against the 
genuineness of this particular responsio. 


Again, in his explanation of the Hexaemeron he claims the 
men, shepherds, and Magi saw Christ face to face, in fleshy 
form, before the angels did.*© This does not militate against 
their having had a revelation of Him in their time of trial. ‘St. 
Athanasius, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. John Chrysostom, ?” 
and others, stressed that only the Son of God can see God in 
His essence naturally. The angels saw the Son of God as 
God-Man in actuality after men did, if one follows the chrono- 
logical order of events in the Gospel, which Anastasius is 
here doing. 


All in all, the Christ of Anastasius, which we think is the 
Christ of tradition and reality, is a glorious masterpiece of 
God, willed for His own glory primarily, because willed as 
the Final Scope and Exemplar and Mediator of all creation. 
No wonder Anastasius has the Father rejoice at the Incar- 
nation, ‘symbolized by the light of Genesis: 


He made the light, so that by this, “Light was made,” you might 
understand the good pleasure, voluntary, personal, and joyful, of the 
Word together with the Father concerning the Incarnation...when the 
Father saw Him [Word | bearing flesh, He rejoiced.™ 


And why should He not have rejoiced? It was His greatest 
work, for whom and according to whom all His other creations 
were willed and made. 

DOMINIC J. UNGER, O.F.M. CAP. 


Capuchin College, 
Washington, D.C. 


NOG 
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St. Anthony of Padua, Doctor of the Church Universal. Ry Very Rev. 
Raphael M. Huber, O.F.M. Conv. Milwaukee, Wis: Bruce Publishing 
Company, 1948. Pp. xiv-209. $3.75. 

The dearth of material on St. Anthony’s theology in English was 
keenly felt in 1946, when the Paduan Wonderworker was elevated to the 


Doctorate of the Universal Church. The few extant devotional lives of 


the Saint gave English readers small reason to suspect Anthony as a 


great Teacher. It was precisely to remove this obscurity that Father 
Raphael Huber has produced his latest venture, St. Anthony of Padua. 
The writer declares in his introduction that he wrote this volume “for 
the purpose of providing a concise, yet co-ordinated study in English on 
St. Anthony’s theology” (p. xii). That Father Huber was well fitted for 
this task is evident, not only because of his monumental achievements 
in the field of historical research, but also because the present work has 
grown from a series of lectures on the Doctor Evangelicus which he 
himself conducted during the summer-school session of 1946, at St. Bona- 


vénture’s College, Allegany, New York. 


In the first chapter of his book, the author sets forth the three essential 
requisites for a Doctor of the Universal Church. How these requisites 
were fulfilled in Anthony of Padua is shown in subsequent pages. Testi- 
monies of six popes, liturgy, and traditional Catholic art had placed 
Anthony among the Doctors long before Pope Pius XII’s solemn and 
official extension of this honor to the Universal Church, Father Huber 
points out. A brief biographical sketch gives special emphasis to his 


eminent sanctity, a second requisite for a Doctor of the Church. 


Profound learning is a third requisite. Although Anthony was not a 
systematic theologian, nearly all his sermons were colored by his theo- 
logical and mystical expositions of Sacred Scripture. His scriptural 
allusions and allegorical interpretations show a profound knowledge of 
both the Old and New Testaments, The first lector of the Franciscan 
Order has exerted a greater influence over the Franciscan Masters than 
we are inclined to believe. Father Agostino Gemelli, O.F.M. (Antonio di 
Padova, Santo dei Miracoli. Roma: 1931, p. 27), writes: “St. Anthony is 


165 
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rarely cited among the sources of the great Franciscan Masters. And 
yet it is he who draws the devotion to the Sacred Heart from the Gospel 
and the Fathers, and hands it to St. Bonaventure. It is he who hands the 
devotion to the Name of Jesus in the burning sun to Ubertino of Casale 
and St. Bernardine of Siena. It is he who leaves to Blessed Duns Scotus 
the devotion to Christ the King of Redemption. . . Anthony suggested to 
Scotus, who perfected the idea (by demonstrating the Immaculate Con- 
ception) offered perhaps by Augustine, that Mary was filled with singular 
grace and preserved immune from all sin. Anthony also defended the 
assumption of Mary’s body and soul into Heaven. This truth, once it is 


declared a dogma, will accrue to the honor of its most ancient defenders.” 


Anthony’s authentic sermons have come to us mainly through the 
tireless efforts of Dr. Antonio Maria Locatelli and his priestly collabo- 
rators who have produced the famous critical edition. This treatise 
contains thirteen booklets numbering 929 pages in double columns. 
Citing chiefly from Dr. Locatelli’s edition and from Father Diomede 
Scaramuzzi, O.F.M. (La Figura Intellectuale di San Antonio di Padova 
alla luce della critica. Roma: Tipografia Agostiniana, 1934), Father 
Huber has ably outlined the teachings of the Doctor Evangelicus in three 
tracts: Christology, Mariology, and Ecclesiology. 


In a section on Anthony the preacher, Father Huber gives the reader a 
glimpse of what the Paduan Doctor was like as he spoke to audiences of 
30,000 persons—his external appearance, his gifts of nature and grace, 
and the style of his sermons. The following chapter contains a critical 
inspection of Anthony’s sermons, his method of writing and sources. 
Anthony used four pegs on which he hung the main thought of his Sunday 
sermons: the Gospel of the day, the Epistle, the Introit, and the history of 
the Old and New Testament as read in the first nocturne of the Divine 
Office. Noteworthy here is the Holy Father’s Apostolic Letter, Exulta, 
(January 16, 1946) in which he called attention to pulpit orators that the 
sermons of the Doctor Evangelicus have been, and still are-“a perennial 


font of most limpid water, that their author is looked upon as a Master 
and as a Doctor of the Church.” 


With regard to Anthony’s miracles, Father Huber admits that many 
miracles ascribed to the Paduan Wonderworker during his lifetime were 


not recorded in the early legends. On this supposition, however, it does 
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not follow that we may simply throw out all the miracles ascribed to him. 
Father Huber maintains that those miracles confirmed by papal decla- 


rations, constant oral tradition, and the Legenda Prima must be accepted 
as authentic. 


Not of least value to the reader is Father Huber’s two, chapters: one 
on the works of Anthony in which the author labels the authentic, 
spurious, and doubtful writings of the saint and discusses the various 
editions of Anthony’s sermons; the other on the authentic sources of his 
life, beginning with the Legenda Prima (1232) down to Pope Pius XII’s 
Apostolic Letter of 1946. Another chapter of Father Huber’s book evalu- 
ates the editions of Anthony’s authentic works. The author also gives a 
critical survey of the more important Antonian publications that have 


appeared in different modern languages. 


Of particular value to writers and students of Padua’s great Teacher 


is Father Huber’s extensive bibliography covering editions of Anthony’s 


works, sources of life, biographies, selected studies and publications, 
periodical literature, articles in encyclopedias, and biographical 
collections. Here one will find the more available sources which can be 
used for a deeper study of our latest Doctor. Father Huber added an 
appendix containing three of Anthony’s sermons in the original Latin on 


the Trinity, the Incarnation, and the Assumption. 


Father Huber’s book is a preface or introduction to Anthony the 
theologian. It is not a detailed and comprehensive exposition of the 
Evangelical Doctor’s theological opinions. It was not intended as such. 
Nevertheless, it is a masterpiece of scientific research and will ever 
remain a handy reference to Antoniana. It will prove especially helpful 
to writers and teachers. For in Father Huber’s scholarly work they will 
find a neat outline of Antonian theology, the best in English, with 


plenty of references to available source material. 


CHRISTIAN SCHEMBRI, O.F.M. CAP. 
St. Anthony’s Monastery, 
Marathon, Wisconsin. 
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The Christology of Zeno of Verona. By Rev. Martin F. Stepanich, 0.F.M., 
S.T.L. The Catholic University of America Studies in Sacred Theology. 
Second series, No. 9. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America 


Press, 1948. Pp. 68. 

Father Stepanich’s dissertation is a worthwhile contribution to the 
studies of the Fathers. St. Zeno, though he is one of the minor Latin 
Fathers, nevertheless holds a place of importance among the Latin 
ancient Christian writers, because his Tractatus are the oldest speci- 


mens of sermons of the Latin Church, and because they are written in 


elegant style. Moreover, he is thought to have influenced the liturgy of 


the West. But most of all, his doctrine on the nature of the Second Person 
of the Blessed Trinity, though not quite as clearly voiced in some points 
as by the great opponents of the Arians, is nevertheless an improvement 


on his sources, Tertullian, Lactantius, and Novatian. 


The author begins with an introduction that treats of the life of St. 
Zeno, of the authenticity and editions of the 7ractatus, of the sources 
and style. The Tractatus are ninety-three sermons. The sixteen of the 
first book are chiefly on moral topics, the seventy-seven of the second 
book are doctrinal and exegetical. Most of them are short; some are mere 
fragments of sketches. Some are short talks given to candidates for 


baptism. 


Father Stepanich’s dissertation originally contained five chapters: 
1) On the Trinity, 2) On the eternal divine coequality of the Son of God, 
3) On the generation of the Son, 4) On the Incarnate Christ, 5) On so- 
teriology. Only the third chapter is printed in full; the others are summa- 
rized at the end. Thus the third chapter begins rather abruptly. I should 
like to have seen the summary of the first two chapters printed before 
the third chapter. A conclusion to the whole book would be appreciated 


too. 


The third chapter is by tar the most important section of the disserta- 
tion. In it Father Stepanich proceeds in scholarly fashion to exegetize 
the texts of St. Zeno and evaluate the solutions of other authors in 
regard to the seeming contradictions of Zeno’s Christology. His method 
rightly includes a comparative study of Zeno’s predecessors and con- 
temporaries. Father’s own solutions are quite satisfactory. He thinks that 


Zeno considered the Son as merely conceived from all eternity but born in 
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time through creation and the Incarnation. But I wonder whether it can- 
not be said that some of the Fathers looked upon birth more from the 
viewpoint of material births as an external manifestation. For Zeno, then, 
the manifestation of the Son through creation and the Incarnation would 
be a more complete birth. But that does not mean that he would deny that 
the Son was born in some fashion from the Father within the Trinity 
eternally. He was Son eternally; that obviously implies some kind of 
birth; a conception is something temporal, not eternal. At any rate Zeno 
had the correct idea, even though he might have hesitated to speak of 
the birth of the Son within the Trinity. 


The expression “incarnate Christ” (pp. V and 62) does not seem too 
happy. The name “Christ” does not belong to the pre-existent Word. 
Though Christ as God pre-existed the Incarnation, there never was a non- 


incarnate Christ. “Christ” is peculiar to the God-Man as such. 


In the copious footnotes the author betrays genuine scholarship and 
painstaking consultation of the best literature on the varied subjects that 
need to be treated in a study of this nature. We can only wish that the 
other four chapters had been printed in full. You would then want this book 


still more as part of your collection of patristic studies. 


DOMINIC J. UNGER, O.F.M. CAP. 


Capuchin Monastery, 
Washington, D.C. 


—_—»-——_——_ 


L’Eglise Canadienne Glorifie S. Antoine de Padoue. Le De~' zur Evangeli- 
que. Edited by Rev. P. Ferdinand Coiteux, O.F.M. Montreal, Canada: 


Editions Franciscaines, 1947. 


When on January 16, 1946 St. Anthony of Padua was declared a Doctor 
of the Church by the present gloriously reigning Pope Pius XII all 
nations of the world not only expressed their deep appreciation to the 
Holy Father, but also sought to further glorify the Saint on account of 
the new honors conferred upon him. Not least among these nations of 
the world was Canada. The impetus seems to have been given by His 
Excellency, the Most Rev. Ildefonso Antoniutti, Apostolic Delegate to 
Canada and Newfoundland, who in an audience accorded the Rev. Simon 
Archambault, O.F.M. on May 15, 1946 expressed a desire that there be 
also “une glorification de Saint Antoine Docteur par l’Eglise Canadienne”. 
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The wish of his Excellency was admirably fulfilled. The learned 
representatives of the Catholic Church in Canada contributed their 
time and talent to immortalize the glorious event as well in ecclesiastical 
functions as in radio addresses. In the radio addresses over station 
CKAC on June 1], 12, and 13, 1946 the first two talks were given by 
Rev. P. Ferdinand Coiteux, Guardian of the Franciscan Convent at 
Rosemont; the third, by Msgr. Damase Laberge, Ex-Provincial of the 
Canadian Franciscans and present Prefect Apostolic in Peru. In the 
second triduum on June 14, 15 and 16, over station ACBF, the addresses 
were given by Msgr. Philippe Perrier, the Vicar General of Montreal as 
representative of his Excellency, the Archbishop; by the Very Rev. Pius 
Gaudreault, Provincial of the Canadian Dominicans; and by His Eminence, 
the late Archbishop of Quebec, Roderick Cardinal Villeneuve, O.M.I. 
(his last public address). All of these addresses on the various phases 
of the life of Saint Anthony are contained in this useful pamphlet, honored 
by a preface by his Eminence, the Most Rev. James Charles Cardinal 
McGuigan, Archbishop of Toronto. The value of the booklet is enhanced 
by the inclusion (in French) of the Apostolic Letters of his Holiness, 
Pope Pius XII, Exulta, raising St. Anthony to the rank of a Doctor of the 
Church; by the French translation of the Encyclical Letters on St. Anthony 
by the late, Most Rev. Valentine Schaaf, O0.F.M., Minister General of the 
Friars Minor; and by a learned treatise on the “Doctrinal Mission” of 
St. Anthony of Padua by the well-known author, the Rev. Ephrem Long- 
pré, O.F.M. We owe the translation into French as also the publication 
of this useful booklet to the Rev. Ferdinand Coiteux, 0.F.M. and to him 


a tribute of gratitude is justly due from all real lovers of Antoniana. 


RAPHAEL M. HUBER, O.F.M. CONV. 


Catholic University, 
Washington, D.C. 


eeenennenn ae oeeneeneenne 
St. Augustine, Faith, Hope, and Charity (Enchiridion De Fide Spe Et 
Caritate). Translated and annotated by Rev. Louis A. Arand, S.S., 


S.T.D. No. 3 of Ancient Christian Writers. Westminister, Md.: Newman 
Bookshop, 1947. Pp. 165. $2.50. 


Faith, Hope, and Charity is a credit to the high standard of scholar- 


ship set by the two previous volumes that led the way in the Ancient 
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Christian Fathers series. Father Arand presents in this neat little book a 
smooth and intelligible translation of one of the many beautiful works of 


Augustine. A brief background furnished in the introduction along with 


the copious notes and references compiled in one section at the end of 
the translation as well as the excellent topical index make this work all 
the more valuable. Many of the comments and references to other works of 
Augustine give evidence of a thorough acquaintance with the doctrine of 
this luminary of Christianity. 


Faith, Hope, and Charity was composed by St. Augustine originally 
for the benefit of a certain Lanrentius, who wanted to have a handbook 
(enchiridion) which would “touch briefly on the principal points of the 
Christian faith.” The author tried to fulfill the request, but at the end 
even he doubted whether he had actually accomplished his goal—of 
composing a handbook of Christian doctrine. While various basic points 
of Christian belief are presented in this work, it can hardly be said to be 
a complete summary of our faith. It treats such questions as the fall and 
redemption, the Blessed Trinity, the Providence of God, eschatology, the 
sources of sins, the remission of mortal and venial sins, the problem of 
evil, and the virtues. Some of these topics are examined quite in detail. 
The analysis of the problem of evil is particularly interesting. While this 
handbook does not present a complete summary of all our beliefs, it 


nevertheless considers truths that are perennially important. 


As Father Arand points out in the introduction, Augustine places 
religion within the framework of faith, hope, and charity. The objects of 
these virtues, he says, are summarized in the Lord’s Prayer and the 
Creed. This therefore suggests the manner in which Augustine unfolds the 
truths of our religion. The translator observes that there are many who 
are convinced that the success of this handbook of doctrine (based on the 


Creed) influenced St. Thomas to model his Compendium Theologiae on it. 


The translation in general reads smoothly. However there are a few 
isolated instances which may not suit the taste of everyone. For example, 
the first sentence is paragraph 40 (page 48) stretches on for fourteen 
lines with a number of varied ideas. It might read more smoothly and be 
more readily understood by all if it were broken down a little more. The 
first sentence in paragraph 60 (page 62) could possibly be clarified by 
changing the construction of the first part. Apart from these and a few 
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other minor points, the work deserves great praise. It is a creditable 
contribution to the study of the Fathers. 


This volume is highly recommended not only to those who are inter- 


ested in the philosophy and theology of Augustine but also to those who 


are looking for an analysis of truths that have frequently become 
stumbling blocks in the lives of the uninstructed or the partially- 
instructed. 


FIRMIN M. SCHMIDT, O.F.M. CAP. 
Capuchin College, 
Washington, D.C. 


Le Fou de Notre Dame: Le Pére Maximilien Kolbe. By Maria Winowska. 
Paris, France: Editions du Cerf, 1948. Pp. 31. 


The story of Father Maximilien Kolbe, O.F.M. Conv. resembles that 
of ‘a modern knight thoroughly imbued with a supernatural affection for 
his “Lady Love” (Cf. Franciscan Herald and Forum XXVIII, No. 4 (April, 
1949) p. 127). Practically without funds, amidst discouraging opposition 
and almost insurmountable obstacles he founded an organ “The Malitia 
of Mary” which by 1939 had reached the incredible circulation of a 
million copies a month in Europe and a correspondingly large circulation 
in Japan (Nagasaki). The priests and brothers at the friary and printery 
of Niepokalanov (City of the Immaculata) at one time reached the equally 
incredible number for modern times of seven hundred members. Father 
Kolbe had always desired to die a martyr’s death. In 194] he was arrested 
by the German Nazi invaders of Poland and on May 28 sent to Aussch- 
witz (Oswiecim). On July 30 a man escaped from camp. In punishment 
thereof and as a further determent, ten fellow-prisoners were sentenced 
to die by the infamous test-starvation bunker in the camp. One of the 
ten was the father of a family. Fr. Maximilien begged and obtained leave 
to take his place. By August 14 he was the only survivor. The fiends 
then finished him off with a carbolic injection! His wish had been ful- 
filled. He died a martyr of charity on the Eve of the Assumption, just in 
time to celebrate Mary’s feast with his Lady Love in Heaven. 


The booklet entitled “The Fool of Notre Dame”—because Father 


Kolbe so often attempted the seemingly impossible in Mary’s honor—is 
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pleasingly written, although undocumented. At times, especially in the 
earlier part of the story one would welcome a more exact chronology; a 
few German expressions are misspelled; -whereas on p. 29 we are told 
that the head of the “Lagerfiihrer”, Fritsch, resembled that of a “bould- 
ogue”. But for all that the booklet has already reached a wide circulation 


and this reviewer presages for it a still larger diffusion the greater the 


interest in Father Kolbe grows. His cause for beatification was opened 


at Padua on May 24, 1948, less than seven years after his death! 


RAPHAEL M. HUBER, O.F.M. CONV. 


Catholic University, 
Washington, D.C. 


Naturaleza, Historia, Dios. By Xavier Zubiri. Madrid, Spain: Editora 
Nacional, 1944. Pp. 563. 


Although this book made its public appearance four years ago it well 
deserves that we should devote a few lines to it, particularly because 


at the time of its appearance it did not receive due attention. 


Under the title of Nature, History, God, and in answer to a request of 
former students and triends, the author has grouped together in one 
volume the essays written within the last ten years and previously 
published, either wholly or in part, in various national and foreign 


magazines. 


The book contains a brief introduction and three parts, the third of 
which gives its general title to the book. In the introduction the author 
calls our attention to the fact that the grouping of divers papers into three 
parts is somewhat arbitrary and is calculated to facilitate their reading. 
Here are the titles of the various essays: Part I (Reality, Science, 
Philosophy): Our Intellectual Situation; What is knowledge; Science and 
Reality; Aristotle’s Idea of Philosophy; Philosophical knowledge and its 
History, Part II (Philosophy in its History): Historical Notes; Socrates 
and Greek Wisdom; Hegel and the Metaphysical Problem. Part III (Nature, 
History, God): The Idea of Nature: The New Physics; Human History: 
Greece and the Survival of the Philosophical Past; Concerning the 
Problem of God; The Supernatural Being: God and Deification in Saint 
Paul’s Theology. 
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I'he book being a compilation of papers of different character, written 
on rather dissimilar occasions in the course of the years, one is not 
expected to find in it a systematic exposition of the author’s philosophi- 
cal thought, even supposing that the author had a system. I say “even 
supposing”, for his definition of philosophy (p.'155) would seem to 
indicate that he has none. To a firm and systematic position Zubiri 
prefers, it seems, to keep his interest open to all systems worthy of 
consideration. And we should add that in this matter of having one’s 
soul open to the most varied thoughts of others he is a model. His 
flexibility of spirit and his capacity to scrutinize from inside the thought 
of the most distant authors is superlative. 


Another merit which the reader will immediately discover is that Zubiri 
masters all those sciences which are auxiliary to philosophy: history, 
natural sciences, philology, theology. He is not, therefore, of the number 


of those who believe that a popular, every-day knowledge of physical 
reality is sufficient for philosophizing. 


As is the case with so many modern philosophers, Zubiri attaches a 
new meaning or shade of meaning to old philosophical terms; -as an 
example, we may refer to the terms “existence” and “person”. For this 
reason the author will be either criticized or praised according to whether 


the reader considers the method something short of intellectual dis- 


honesty, or believes, on the contrary, that leaving our concepts “open” 


helps to catch all the better the innumerable aspects of reality. 


We cannot undertake a detailed exposition of all excellent essays 
contained in the book. We shall turn our attention exclusively to the 
one entitled “Concerning the Problem of God” (pp. 423-469). In it Zubiri 
tries to break, so to say, the closed circle of Heidegger’s philosophy, 
althougli without deviating from the latter’s line of thought, in order to 
make room in it for the problem of God. Zubiri’s effort is different from 
those undertaken in the same direction by R. Bultmann (“Die Geschicht- 
lichkeit des Daseins und der Glaube”, Zeitschrift fir Theologie und 
Kirche, 1930, fasc. V) and H. Reiner (Das Phanomen des Glaubens, Halle, 
1934). 


Zubiri starts by claiming that the traditional approach to the problem 
of God is based on the supposition that, if God exists, it must be 
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“besides” man and world. Then we have recourse either to a rational 
demonstration or to a blind sentiment, or again, we consider God’s ex- 
istence as an evident “fact”. Something similar happened with regard to 
the problem of the world until the appearance of present-day philosophy 
(he means existentialism). Both idealism and realism (either critical or 
naive) presupposed that the existence of world is a “fact” and a fact 
“added” to the existence of human subject. Actual philosophy has shown 
that world is not an additum to human subject, that human existence 
consists formally—in one of its dimensions, Zubiri points out,—in being 
tn the world, “open” to the things. Things are a constitutivum formale 
of human being as such. Now, Zubiri reasons, besides this dimension 
towards outside (hacia fuera) it is possible to discover in the analysis 
of existence another dimension of a contrary direction, a dimension @ 


tergo. Existence not only means to ex-sist, sistere extra causas; it means 


also something which must be made, achieved. And a force is required 


in order that it be made, for the ontological nothingness (nihilidad) of 
existence is radical. In other words, man not only finds himself among 
things which “are” and with which he “is” to make himself, but there 
“is” also that which makes that there be things and that existence make 
itself. 


This making that there be existence is not a mere obligation of being, 
but something much more radical. We are obliged to exist because we are 
previously religated (from religare) to that which makes us exist. And 
since to exist is to exist in and with the world, that which religates the 
existence religates also the entire world. This dimension @ tergo of human 
existence is, therefore, religation. It is a constitutive dimension of 
existence. That is to say, man does not have religation; he consists velis 
nolis in religation. That which religates, the fundamental root of ex- 


istence, is what we all designate by the term God. 


What precedes, Zubiri remarks, is not a causal demonstration nor any- 
thing similar, but an attempt to analyze ontologically one of our di- 
miensions. The problem of God is not a problem which man may or may not 
state. It is a problem stated by the very fact of man being implanted in 
existence. Hence the problem cuucerning the “faculties” by which we 
reach God is meaningless. Man does not need to reach God. He consists 


in being coming from God, and, therefore, in being in God. 
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This Zubiri’s effort regarding the problem of God is undoubtedly 
praiseworthy. There is nothing unorthodox in it. Whether it is a novelty 
in philosophy, something essentially different from a causal demonstration 


is open to criticism. It seems to us that his reasoning is not essentially 


different from the Scholastic argument of contingency and it certainly 


implies the principle of causality. 


FELIX ALLUNTIS, O.F.M. 


The Catholic University of America, 
Washington, D.C. 


The Nations in the Medieval Universities. By Pearl Kibree. Cambridge, 
Mass. Medieval Academy of America, 1948.. Pp. xi, 240. 


This book is an enlightening presentation of the origin, history and 
functions of the nations in medieval universities. For the first time in 
English, it assembles the relevant material, arranged in good order and 
expressed in lucid and frequently graceful language. The author examines 
in considerable detail the status and function of the nations in the 
universities of Paris and Bologna; then proceeds to the deviations found 
in other universities. The procedure whereby each nation voted on the 
choice of an “intrant” or elector, and the method whereby the conclave 
of “intrants” in turn elected a rector is particularly interesting. These 


devices were used to prevent pre-election manipulation and fraud. 


“As long as the universities retained their international character, 
the nations provided the units for the representation, according to their 
geographic origin, of students and masters from various parts of the 
European continent” (Pp. 185-6). Beginning with the sixteenth century, 
the nationalization of the universities caused the nations to lose much 
of their importance, though they still remained a feature of university 
organization until the eighteenth century. In the singular case of the 
University of Aberdeen, the proctors of the four nations still retain, in 
this century, the right of electing the rector. 


Besides setting forth so conveniently the nature of this academic 


institution, the author has provided an admirable specimen of medieval 
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representative government, a type that is deplorably lacking in many 
instances today. 


J.R. CRESSWELL 
West Virginia University, 


Morgantown, West Virginia. 


A Philosophy of Submission; A Thomistic Study in Social Philosophy. 
By Rev. Henry V. Sattler, C.SS.R. ‘Washington, D.C.: Catholic Uni- 
versity of America Press, 1948. Pp. xix-212. 

A doctoral thesis which deals with its subject under the headings of: 
Acts and Habits of Submission, Limitations by excess or defect, and 
Reasons for Submission, to use the views developed for a critical 
analysis of some contemporary non-Scholastic conceptions and a dis- 
cussion of the application to society, religious and secular, state and 
family, education, economics, and finally in regard to “international 


society”. Six pages of bibliography and an index are added. 


Submission is defined as the acceptance of ordination. The virtuous 


habits correlated to this acceptance are religion, piety, patriotism, 


observance, gratitude, and social justice. In its acts it gives support, 


honor, and service to the superiors, be they individuals or communities. 
Submission is necessitated by the finiteness and imperfection of man as 
a created being, by virtue of which the individual is in need of the 
community, the co-operation with others, the completion of his limitations. 
Submission springs from love, reverence, and careful meditation on the 
objective reality of individual and social dependencies. Thus, submission 
is an indispensable condition for a society to exist. Authority and 
planning, however great their importance, become effective only by the 
acceptance on the part of people. Submission as the recognition and 
acceptance of order on the part of the individual is an imperative need 


if order is to be restored in our times and in our world. 


The author is aware of the incompleteness of his study which, however, 
is welcomed as a first approach on a broad basis. One might have wished 
that the sources of all social philosophy, and so also of the discussions 


concerning submission, had been referred to, the philosophies of Plato, 
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Aristotle, and the Stoics. But the author has refrained from historical 
inquiries. In one place he wanders off into the field of history to make 
Hegel responsible for the idea that discipline is instituted to break the 
will. But this idea is much older than Hegel and has been a tenet of 


pedagogics for centuries previous to Hegel’s times. 


Social philosophy which is desirous to rest securely on the basis of 


Thomistic principles will undoubtedly profit from this study. 


RUDOLF ALLERS 
Georgetown University, 
Washington, D.C. 


A Familia. Sua Origem e Evolug@o. By C.F. Barbosa. Rio de Janeiro: 
Editoria Vozes, 1948. Pp. 320. 


This volume by a professor of philosophy at the Collegio Estadual of 
Paraibo deals with the economic, juridical, and educational aspects of 
the family. Based chiefly on the papal teachings since rerum novarum, 
it gives a concise exposition of the problems, the present difficulties, 


the different theories on the family, from a Catholic standpoint. Because 


of the emphasis on practical and sociological questions the strictly 
philosophical questions are touched upon only incidentally. Reference 


is almost exclusively to the state of affairs in contemporary Brazil. 


RUDOLF ALLERS 
Georgetown University, 
Washington, D.C. 


The Scientific Cutlook. By Bertrand Rusell. Glencoe, I[ll.: The Free 
Press, 1948. Pp. x-269-Index. 


This volume is a mechanical reproduction of the book which appeared 
in 193]. It is always a difficult matter to evaluate a work written some 
time ago; unless it has become a classic or the time of its writing is 
rather one long past, the differences between the standpoint of the author 


and the state of our actual knowledge make themselves felt in an un- 
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pleasant manner. Since 1931 many things have happened which may not 
have changed profoundly the “scientific outlook”, but have taught us to 


view many things in another manner. 


To illustrate the nature of scientific procedure, the author reports on 
the achievements of Galileo, Newton Darwin, and Pavlov. Our evaluation 


of the first three men probably is still what it was eighteen years ago; 


but it may well be that we are not any more as much impressed by Pav- 
lov’s work. To be sure, we recognize the amount of new facts he dis- 
covered; but we are rather more doubtful concerning the possibility of 
“explaining” mental facts m terms of “conditioned reflexes”. What 


appeared as a solution then has become a questionable hypothesis today. 


Man proceeds, we are told, by way of “trial and error”, in his individual 
life and in the history of the race. Usually, we take account only of the 
progress made. But it might’be interesting and, perhaps, enlightening, if 
one were to study the history of progress in terms of errors. One might 
learn how little actually the human mind profits by past experiences and 


how often it falls prey to the same errors it committed centuries ago. 


In one respect, however, this book is as timely as it was. The author 
has, of course, an unbound admiration for science and its possibilities. 
But he realizes also, and more than many of his contemporaries, that 
science is not enough to guarantee a satisfactory existence; science 
“provides one of the ingredients which progress requires”, but not a 


right conception of the ends of life, which the author calls “wisdom”. 


There is another point in which the study of this book proves inter- 
esting. It gives testimony to the deep disturbance of the scientific mode 
of thinking that resulted from the new developments in physics. Even 
though the “indeterminacy principle” is, of course, not mentioned, the 
reader realizes what it meant that the views of Newtonian physics— 
hitherto considered as the unshakeable basis of our knowledge of 
reality—became questionable. The reader thus, may come to think 


of the doubtfulness of all statements beginning: “We know now...”. 


Perhaps, the parts of the book which are most actual are not those 
dealing with scientific techniques but with their applications, especially 
to the fashioning of man’s life. Mr. Russell foresees, or foresaw rather, 


quite a few of recent developments and he has been aware of many of the 
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dangers modern mentality entails, much more so than most of his con- 


temporaries. One will hardly qualify Mr. Russell as a “reactionary”, an 


enemy of progress or as favoring totalitarian ideas. The chapters on 
“The Individual and the Whole” and on “Scientific Government” are 
worthwhile reading. The author sees “a real danger lest the world should 
become subject” to the “cruel tyranny” of science. There are wise words 
in this book, words one does well to heed. Science is, to put Russell’s 
ideas in words not his, fundamentally inhuman. “Disappointed as the 
lover of nature, the man of science is becoming its tyrant.” “As soon as 
the failure of science considered as metaphysics is realized, the power 
conferred on science as a technique is only obtainable by something 


analogous to the worship_of Satan, that is to say, by the renunciation of 
love.” 


It is refreshing to hear Mr. Russell condemn the disregard for tradition, 
the ignorance of the past, the.lack of understanding on the part of those 
all too “progressive” minds “without tenderness towards what is tra- 


ditional, without understanding of what they are destroying”. 


Why had the voice of a man like Russell, who surely was and is 
sufficiently esteemed by the modern mind, so little effect? Why were his 
warnings not considered? These are questions on which the thoughtful 
reader may well meditate when reading this book. To stimulate such 
reflections is an achievement. However little one may have in common 
with Mr. Russell, however much one has to disapprove of his philosophy, 
his is a mind and intellect worthy of consideration. Thus, one is grateful 


for the re-edition of this volume. 
RUDOLF ALLERS 


Georgetown University, 
Washington, D.C. 
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